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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
President Bush and the nation's governors have given 
greater emphasis to American education, as a national concern, 
through the establishment of six national goals for education. 
These goals, for the year 2000, include (1) having all 
children in America ready to learn when they start school, 
(2) increasing the high school graduation rate to 90 percent, 
(3) having students leaving grades 4, 8, and 12 able to 
demonstrate competency in challenging subject matter including 
English, mathematics, science, history and geography, (4) 
having students be first in the world in science and 
mathematics achievement, (5) having every adult American be 
literate with the knowledge and skills to compete in a global 
economy and exercise the rights and responsibilities of 
citizenship, and (6) having every school in America free of 
drugs and violence wuth a disciplined environment conducive to 
learning (U.S. Department of Education, 1991). 
Efforts to address these goals are taking many forms. 
Those receiving renewed attention are raising graduation 
requirements, establishing accountability measures throughout 
the educational system, attracting and retaining good 
teachers, and emulating industry's use of Total Quality 
Management. 
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In recent years there have been many efforts to establish 
accountability, especially in the area of teacher evaluation. 
Evaluation of teachers and administrators is a necessary 
and complex process through which the quality of 
education in elementary and secondary schools throughout 
the United States can be enhanced. Educational 
excellence is realized directly through the teaching 
performance of faculties at all levels of public 
schooling. (Karnes & Black, 1986) 
Whitman and Weiss (1982) see two general purposes for 
faculty evaluation. They are (1) developing and improving the 
individual and (2) providing information for making decisions 
concerning promotion, retention, and tenure (PRT). They go on 
t o  s a y  " . . .  ev a l u a t i o n  c a n  s e r v e  t h e  d u a l  p u r p o s e s  o f  
faculty improvement and PRT decision-making if it is accepted 
that both purposes share the long-range goal of improved 
instruction and student learning" (p. 10). Duke and Stiggins 
(1986) state that; 
When the purpose [of evaluation] is to promote teacher 
growth and development, we may want to expand the way we 
view evaluation. Many types of evaluation not permitted 
for accountability purposes are viable options for growth 
systems. (p. 31) 
This statement suggests multiple data sources for teacher 
evaluation and growth. The rationale behind these multiple 
data sources is simple. 
In measuring areas of competence, it is important to have 
as many sources of information as possible. . . . This 
approach provides safeguards for person's being evaluated 
since one source can be balanced against another. It 
provides more information on which to base a judgment. 
(Teacher Orientation Manual, 1985, p. 19) 
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Karnes and Black (1986) state that: 
there continues to be discussion and debate concerning 
teacher evaluation. Especially prevalent in current 
educational literature are descriptions about merit pay, 
the concept of master teachers, the development of career 
ladders, and the provisions of incentives to attract 
outstanding students to the teaching profession. 
(p. vii) 
Teachers become very concerned when performance appraisal is 
coupled with a merit compensation plan. Validity, inter-rater 
reliability, and fairness become paramount issues. When a 
career ladder was attempted in Florida, over 200 class action 
suits concerning fairness resulted. 
"The career ladder plan offers an alternative form of 
teacher recognition and compensation ..." (Alexander & 
Manatt, 1992, p. 588) that in conjunction with a total systems 
approach to teacher evaluation is a means to ". . . attract, 
retain, motivate, and reward effective teachers" (Alexander & 
Manatt, 1992, p. 588). 
Statement of the Problem 
A review of literature indicates that a debate still 
exists with regard to which sources of information should be 
used in a total systems approach for placement of teachers on 
a career ladder. An even more controversial subject is the 
amount of influence each of these factors has on the placement 
of teachers on a career ladder. 
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Performance appraisal research at Iowa State University 
under the School Improvement Model (SIM) program advocates the 
use of a multiple appraiser system for the evaluation of 
teachers. With the help of SIM consultants the Cave Creek 
School Unified School District No. 93 of Cave Creek, Arizona 
has developed a multiple-appraiser, total systems approach to 
teacher evaluation in which each evaluation component is used 
to determine placement on a career ladder. The components are 
(1) appraisal by the principal, (2) appraisal by peer 
evaluators, (3) a professional growth plan, (4) student 
achievement, and (5) student feedback (ratings of teachers). 
Two other factors have traditionally been used to determine 
teachers' compensation — level of education and length of 
service in the education profession. 
This study will determine the relationship of the 
component ratings, the education level and years of experience 
in the district to each other, and their efficacy in final 
placements of teachers on a career ladder hierarchy. 
Purposes 
The purposes of the study will be to; (1) provide 
information concerning the appropriateness of using student, 
second appraiser, and supervisory evaluation of teachers along 
with growth plan accomplishment and student achievement for 
the purpose of placement on a career ladder; (2) determine the 
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relationship that exists between primary, intermediate, and 
secondary student ratings of teacher performance and their 
placement on a career ladder; (3) determine the relationship 
that exists between second appraiser (peers) ratings of 
teacher performance and their placement on a career ladder; 
(4) determine the relationship that exists between principal 
ratings of teacher performance and their placement on a career 
ladder; (5) determine the relationship that exists between 
professional growth plan accomplishment and placement on a 
career ladder; (6) determine the relationship that exists 
between student achievement by teacher and the teacher's 
placement on a career ladder; (7) determine the relationship 
that exists between a teacher's education level and the 
teacher's placement on a career ladder; (8) determine the 
relationship between the teacher's length of service and the 
teacher's placement on a career ladder; (9) add to the body of 
information concerning a total systems approach to teacher 
evaluation. 
The Hypotheses 
This study will attempt to identify the influence of 
designated factors used in determining placement of teachers 
on a career ladder hierarchy. The study can be more 
specifically defined by the following research hypotheses. 
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1. There is a positive relationship between students' 
feedback, supervisor's ratings, second appraiser's 
ratings, accomplishment of a professional growth 
plan, student achievement level of teacher education, 
length of teacher service, and level of placement on 
a career ladder. 
2. One or more of the factors (students' feedback, 
supervisor's ratings, second appraiser's ratings, 
accomplishment of a professional growth plan, student 
achievement, level of teacher education, and 
length of teacher service) will serve as predictors 
of placement on a career ladder. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions of terms will be used in this 
study : 
Career ladder - A performance incentive plan which 
provides recognition for teachers with differential pay 
featuring several steps with additional responsibilities. 
Criterion - A researched based behavior used in making 
judgments about a teacher's performance that is applied 
uniformly. 
Evaluation svstem - Procedures which provide fair, 
objective, and consistent analysis of teaching performance. 
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Appraiser - A person assigned the task of making periodic 
judgments with regard to the work performance of another. In 
this study, the terms "evaluator," "appraiser," and "rater" 
are used synonymously. 
Student feedback - The process of having students rate 
specified classroom behaviors of their teachers. It must be 
stressed here that student feedback was not intended to be a 
rating of teacher performance. It did, however, call for 
judgment about the prevalence of certain behaviors. 
Reliability - Raters of a teacher consistently rate the 
individual similarly on the same criteria. 
Validity - The fact that a measuring instrument or 
process measures what it claims. 
Mean - The arithmetic average of a group of scores or 
ratings. 
Second appraiser - An evaluator other than the teacher's 
direct supervisor. In this study, the second appraiser refers 
to another teacher. 
Total systems approach to teacher evaluation - A process 
designed to assist teachers in the strengthening of 
instructional performance that is based on the belief that 
feedback from multiple sources adds important information 
about a teacher's performance. In this study, the sources 
are: (1) appraisal by the principal, (2) appraisal by peer 
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evaluators, (3) a professional growth plan, (4) student 
achievement, and (5) student feedback. 
Delimitations 
The following delimitations were observed for this 
investigation: (1) All of the measures used in this study 
were administrated and collected by the school district; 
(2) the data collected were used as a part of an existing 
career ladder program; (3) the data came from a single school 
district in a single state; (4) the data were from the 1990-
1991 school year; (5) demographic data were limited to that 
provided by the school district; and (6) the salary of the 
teachers on the career ladder was influenced by the ratings 
they received. Participation in the career ladder program was 
voluntary for teachers. Those teachers who chose to 
participate in the career ladder program received, as an 
average, $2720.00 more per year than they would have as a 
"framework" teacher. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Procedures 
The review of literature related to career ladder 
placement algorithms revealed limited information based on 
research studies with empirical data. Information based on 
case studies was also limited with regard to formulas used in 
placement. There were numerous sources which indicated the 
levels within various career ladder plans. There was an 
extensive body of information available on teacher evaluation 
and its relationship to incentive programs for teachers such 
as merit pay plans and performance by objectives plans. The 
focus of this review of literature was to locate sources of 
information which refer to the factors used in placement of 
teachers on career ladder steps, the relationship of these 
factors to formulae designed to determine location on the 
career ladder, the outcome of said placement, and the 
influence of the individual factors on final placement on the 
ladder(s). 
The review process was initiated by examining studies 
related to this Arizona investigation, such as those of 
Omotani (1992), Weber (1992), and Packard and Dereshiwsky 
(1990). In addition, the ERIC System, Dissertation Abstracts, 
and the Handbook of Research on Teaching were used to identify 
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and locate refereed journals, professional association 
journals, and other potential sources for review. 
The sources for the review of literature consisted of 
books, articles, abstracts, and dissertations regarding 
teacher incentive plans. Many articles and reports have been 
written about incentive pay and career ladder programs in 
education over the last 10 years, however, only a handful of 
books have appeared (Erase, 1992; Brandt, 1990; Burden, 1985; 
Hatry & Greiner, 1985; Johnson, 1985; Klein, 1983-84; ERS, 
1979; ERS, 1983). In reviewing this material, the researcher 
focused attention toward in formation concerning career 
ladders, teacher evaluation methods as related to incentive 
plans, and factors used in the placement of teachers on career 
ladders. 
The Role of Government 
Political intervention into education has become more 
pervasive since the release of the report by the national 
commission's report, A Nation at Risk (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education, 1983). 
Knowledge, learning, information, and skilled 
intelligence are the new raw materials of 
international commerce and are today spreading 
throughout the world as vigorously as miracle drugs, 
synthetic fertilizers, and blue jeans did earlier. 
If only to keep and improve on the slim cooperative 
edge we will retain in world markets, we must 
dedicate ourselves to reform of our educational 
system—old and young alike, affluent and poor, 
majority and minority. Learning is the 
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indispensable investment required for success in the 
"information age" we are entering. (p. 7) 
The increased attention to education in the United States has 
been continuous since the release of that report almost 10 
years ago. A great deal of that attention is due to the media 
making education a major focus since the publishing of the 
report. 
Public interest in education, fueled by the media, along 
with the Reagan administration's reluctance to become directly 
involved in the reform movement, set the stage for 
intervention at the state level. In his 1984 State of the 
Union Address, Reagan stated: 
Just as more incentives are needed within our schools, 
greater competition is needed among our schools. Without 
standards and competition there can be no more champions, 
no records broken, no excellence—in education or any 
other walk of life. 
There have been various recommendations regarding education 
coming from equally varied sources. Some of these 
recommendations include salary increases, an increase in 
entrance and graduation requirements for teachers, similar 
graduation requirement changes for students, improved forms of 
teacher evaluation, differential forms of assessment, merit 
pay programs, improved business-education partnerships, and 
various provisions for career ladders. 
President Bush and the nation's governors have given 
greater emphasis to American education, as a national concern, 
through the establishment of six national goals for education. 
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These goals, for the year 2000, include (1) having all 
children in America ready to learn when they start school, 
(2) increasing the high school graduation rate to 90 percent, 
(3) having students leaving grades 4, 8, and 12 able to 
demonstrate competency in challenging subject matter, 
including English, mathematics, science, history and 
geography, (4) having students be first in the world in 
science and mathematics achievement, (5) having every adult 
American be literate with the knowledge and skills to compete 
in a global economy and exercise the rights and 
responsibilities of citizenship, and (6) having every school 
in America be free of drugs and violence with a disciplined 
environment conducive to learning (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1991). 
Efforts to address these goals are taking many forms. 
Three other efforts receiving renewed attention are the 
raising of graduation requirements, establishing 
accountability measures throughout the educational system, and 
attracting and retaining good teachers. 
President Bush, especially with the help of Mr. Alexander 
as his Secretary of Education, has been pressing for choice as 
one means to move toward the realization of theses goals. By 
allowing school choice among parents, schools would be forced 
into competition. Choice proponents argue that this would 
cause the good schools to survive and the weaker ones to 
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either improve or perish. In order to survive or improve, 
schools would have to attract and retain good teachers. 
Compensation 
Attracting and retaining good teachers necessarily 
involves some form of compensation. Compensation is an 
integral part of human resource management. Ideally, it 
should contribute to the success of the operation and serve 
the participants in the organization. The use of compensation 
for attracting and retaining teachers is a critical management 
activity for school systems. 
School systems and legislatures must make pay for 
teachers competitive. The scarcity of employees for the 
teaching field has caused competitive compensation to become a 
recognized management tool. In school systems as well as in 
private sector organizations, competitiveness of pay impacts 
on the success of the organization. "To be translated into 
greater success, talent must be managed well. There must be 
excellence in the management of personnel, and compensation 
must be a tool for that excellence" (Sibson, 1990, p. 3) . 
Forms of compensation 
Compensation can come in many forms. Money, benefits, 
working condition modifications, and time adjustment are a few 
forms that exist today. Another is pay for performance. Pay 
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for performance is a widely accepted means of compensation. A 
survey of 557 companies showed that 80 percent considered pay 
for performance a very important compensation objective (Peck, 
1984) . The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 called for an 
increase in the linkage between pay and performance in 
government work (Milkovich & Wigdor, 1991). The popularity of 
pay for performance is based on the assumption that such a 
system will increase organizational effectiveness by 
motivating job performance. Research clearly shows that pay 
can act as an incentive and cause an increase in productivity 
(Lawler, 1971; Locke, Feren, McCaleb, Shaw, & Denny, 1980; 
Nabatian, 1987). Current Secretary of Education Lamar 
Alexander said in 1983, "Our schools would be better if we 
paid our best teachers more than our worst" (p. 4). 
The pay for performance approach is, in fact, many 
different approaches. These different approaches often lead 
to different results. Some approaches focus on the 
individual, others on the work unit and still others on the 
organization as a whole. 
School systems interested in pay for performance need to 
determine 
whether they want to pay for performance, and then 
they need to choose the approach which best fits 
them. The plan selected should vary depending on 
what the organization wants the pay for performance 
system to accomplish. Just as different objectives 
call for different systems, organizational 
structure, culture, and management style also come 
into play. . . . Thus decisions about pay for 
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performance require consideration of both the 
objectives of the pay system and the nature of the 
organization. (Lawler, 1989, p. 137) 
Pay for performance is but one facet of the compensation 
system of a school district. Compensation, in turn, is only 
one aspect of the personnel system in the district, and the 
personnel system is one portion of the management system in 
the district. A school district cannot discount the effect 
its choice of a pay for performance plan has on the total 
system. According to Senge (1990), "we tend to focus on 
snapshots of isolated parts of the system, and wonder why our 
deepest problems never seem to get solved" (p. 7). 
Reward systems 
The kinds of rewards offered by an organization influence 
who will remain there and who will be attracted to the 
organization. Organizations that have high levels of rewards 
tend to have higher job satisfaction among employees. Being 
satisfied leads to the desire for the satisfaction to continue 
and to remain a part of the organization. 
A good reward system in a school system should be 
successful at retaining the most valuable teachers. For this 
to happen, the system must provide rewards that, when compared 
to those offered others in similar employment situations and 
organizations, are favorable to these valuable teachers. A 
school system could do this by rewarding every teacher at a 
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level which exceeds the level used in other districts. In 
other words, give everyone a significant raise. This is the 
most widely accepted form of pay for performance compensation 
used in school systems. There are two disadvantages to this 
method. One, it is extremely costly and, two, it provides 
rewards for both effective and ineffective employees. The 
second disadvantage has the potential of creating a feeling of 
unfairness in the better performers because they see the 
poorer performer being rewarded at the same level as 
themselves. 
Perceived or actual unfairness in a pay for performance 
system causes all concerned to look at the issue of equity. 
English (1992), in Prase's work. Teacher Compensation and 
Motivation, cites three interrelated forms of equity; 
external, which is pay that is commensurate with similar 
functions outside the system, internal, which calls for 
determining pay based on the type of the work performed within 
the organization, and finally there is individual equity, 
which is related to pay for performance. 
A truly effective compensation system must account 
for all three forms of equity, and it is quite 
likely to be tilted more on some equity indices than 
others. For this reason, there is going to be 
tension consistently present inside and outside of 
school systems on equity issues most of the time. 
There is probably no compensation plan that can 
satisfy equally well on all three dimensions all the 
time. The question is one of balance and 
priorities. Balance is also one of proportionality 
rather than strict equality as well. (p. 16) 
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Most school systems that have incorporated a pay for 
performance system do so on an individual basis. This is in 
contrast to a reward system that would offer some remuneration 
to groups of employees. There are two basic pay for 
individual performance approaches, incentive pay and merit 
pay. Incentive pay in the private sector can be equated with 
bonuses being awarded based on the number of units produced, 
or sales revenues generated as examples. 
Merit pay is associated with salary increases being given 
to individuals based upon a supervisor's appraisal of their 
performance. In merit pay plans, the locus of attention is 
individual performance. As one portion of a personnel system, 
merit pay plans link pay level to how well the employee has 
performed on the job. It is merit pay linked with appraisal 
that is most often used in school systems. 
Accountability is associated with appraisal systems. It 
is often viewed as a means of requiring accountability on the 
part of the employee. However, accountability is a management 
function also. Management must be accountable to employees. 
There must be fairness at work and a commitment to employees' 
personal goals if there is to be employee accountability to 
work and employee commitment of excellence. 
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Evaluation 
In recent years there have been many efforts to establish 
accountability, especially in the area of teacher evaluation. 
Evaluation of teachers and administrators is a 
necessary and complex process through which the 
quality of education in elementary and secondary 
schools throughout the United States can be 
enhanced. Educational excellence is realized 
directly through the teaching performance of 
faculties at all levels of public schooling. 
(Karnes & Black, 1986) 
Fortunately, there appears to be general agreement on the 
need for teacher evaluation. Differences of opinion arise 
from the inability to achieve agreement on the methods of 
evaluating teachers effectively and hooking such evaluations 
to compensation. 
Whitman and Weiss (1982) see two general purposes for 
faculty evaluation. They are (1) developing and improving the 
individual and (2) providing information for making decisions 
concerning promotion, retention, and tenure (PART). They go 
on to say, "Evaluation can serve the dual purposes of faculty 
improvement and PART decision-making if it is accepted that 
both purposes share the long-range goal of improved 
instruction and student learning." 
The Systems Approach to Teacher Evaluation 
Incentive structure plans are highly dependent on the 
quality of assessment procedures. There is considerable 
effort in the private sector to improve performance 
19 
assessment. For example, trends in the banking industry 
include: clearer and better standards of performance; 
improved methods of performance appraisal; and increased 
training in performance assessment for supervisors. 
Looking at teaching, Duke and Stiggins (1986) state that, 
"When the purpose [of evaluation] is to promote 
teacher growth and development, we may want to 
expand the way we view evaluation. Many types of 
evaluation not permitted for accountability purposes 
are viable options for growth systems" (p. 31). 
This statement suggests multiple data sources for teacher 
evaluation and growth. The Tennessee career ladder program 
makes use of multiple data sources in its evaluation program. 
"The data sources include classroom observation, a 
portfolio created by the teacher, an interview with 
the teacher, a principal questionnaire, a student 
questionnaire, a peer questionnaire, and a written 
test" (Furtwengler, 1985, p. 7). 
The rationale behind these multiple data sources is simple. 
"In measuring areas of competence, it is important 
to have as many sources of information as possible. 
. . . This approach provides safeguards for persons 
being evaluated since one source can be balanced 
against another. It provides more information on 
which to base a judgment" (Teacher Orientation 
Manual, 1985, p. 19). 
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Career Ladder 
Career ladder and other incentive pay programs are 
the largest educational experiment in the United 
States today. Hundreds of millions of dollars are 
being spent, and hundreds of thousands of teachers 
and school administrators are a part of state and 
local incentive programs to reward teachers and 
administrators for doing a better job or for taking 
on additional responsibilities in schools. 
(Cornett, 1987) 
Performance-based pay, master teacher programs, and 
career ladder programs elicit a wide range of opinions. 
Politicians and businessmen are supportive, while educators 
tend to be wary. The public thinks that the identification of 
the best teachers is a simple task. They also believe that 
those "best" teachers should receive higher compensation even 
though limited revenues are predominate at this time. This 
tactic is directly opposed to long standing traditions of 
equal pay for equal education and time in service (Brandt, 
1990). 
Business and industry have used incentive pay programs to 
attract, retain, and motivate high quality personnel. Pay for 
increased output has a long standing tradition in industry. 
Examples include the fisherman's catch, the fruit picker's 
basket, the sales person's commission, and the executive's 
bonus. 
In the military, incentive pay is used frequently as a 
recruiting tactic. This is especially true in the modern day 
all-volunteer military. Cash bonuses are offered to first-
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time enlistees as well as similar offers being made for re-
enlistment. The size of these bonuses was found to have an 
effect on one's tendency to sign up. Balkan and Groenemans 
(1985) found that it took $5,000.00 or more to have a 
considerable effect in the early 1980s. Bonuses below 
$2,000.00 apparently made no difference to the service 
members. In order for pay for performance to be successful, 
the rewards must be significant and they must be greater than 
any given to poor performers. 
The military also offers, perhaps, the clearest example 
of a career ladder plan for both enlisted and officer ranks. 
At higher ranks in the military, fewer people are needed and 
promotion becomes more competitive. An individual's 
performance, as evaluated by a supervisor, is the principal 
basis for promotion. Time in rank, test results, and special 
training are also considered. 
Just as merit pay provides management with a tool 
for effecting change in industry, it could help 
school leaders stimulate instructional improvement 
in very precise ways. This management potential may 
underlie some of the resistance of teachers' union 
to merit pay proposals. (Brandt, 1990, pp. 7-8) 
Brandt (1990) goes on to say: 
In contrast to most elementary or secondary schools, 
where teachers have similar job responsibilities, 
commercial institutions and the military have 
natural career ladders built into the various titles 
and positions that differentiate the work force, 
especially among professional and executive 
personnel. It is not necessary to raise salaries 
from one year to the next for persons holding the 
same position in order to have an incentive system. 
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but only to tie promotion to performance. The 
establishment of career ladders for teachers could 
accomplish the same function as those in industry 
and the military if the number of openings truly 
reflects school system needs for responsibilities 
covered, and achievement is based on merit. (p. 9) 
For schools, "The career ladder plan (CLP) offers an 
alternative form of teacher recognition and compensa­
tion ..." (Alexander & Manatt, 1992, p. 588) that in 
conjunction with a total systems approach to teacher 
evaluation is a means to ". . . attract, retain, motivate, and 
reward effective teachers" (Alexander & Manatt, 1992, p. 588). 
Career ladders are similar to differentiated staffing reforms 
of the late 1960s and 1970s. They, too, generally consist of 
a series of steps in the ladder. Criteria are established for 
advancement to each new step in the ladder. Often career 
ladder plans have steps designed to enrich work and enlarge 
teachers' responsibilities. Added responsibilities are in the 
areas of curriculum development, in-service training, and 
supervision (Amsler, 1988; Burden, 1985; Hatry & Greiner, 
1985; Johnson, 1986; Kauchak & Peterson, 1986; McGuire & 
Thompson, 1984; Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990). 
The Southern Regional Education Board conducted a survey 
in 1984 which found that career ladder programs of some type 
were being developed or implemented in a pilot format in over 
40 states. In May 1984, the National Commission on Excellence 
in Education, United States Department of Education, confirmed 
this information in the Nation Responds. Many of these career 
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ladder were a result of legislative proposals at the state 
level. In the 1991 Career Ladder Clearinghouse report, 
Cornett reports: 
Over the past year, state and local school systems have 
increased funding for career ladder, school incentive, 
and teacher incentive programs that linked rewards to 
performance or additional work. ... 25 states across 
the nation are funding teacher incentive programs that 
include career ladder or mentor programs. . . . The U.S. 
Department of Education's School and Staffing Survey of 
1988 showed that about 300,000 of the nation's 2.2 
million public school teacher's were receiving incentive 
pay in career ladder programs. When all teachers were 
asked whether they favored incentive programs, about 70 
percent favored career ladder programs; 64 percent 
supported group merit bonuses; and 53 percent endorsed 
individual merit pay. (pp. 1-2) 
Reactions to career ladder plans by teacher 
organizations, school boards, and other school governing 
bodies has been mixed. In cases where a career ladder plan 
has been accepted by teacher organizations, the 
representatives have identified the possibility of improvement 
of education and have displayed a willingness to compromise. 
In those cases where there is a perceived potential loss to 
previous gains by a teacher's organization, opposition to a 
career ladder plan has developed. School governing bodies are 
opposed to such plans when they deem them to give too much 
control to the teachers in the development of or as a result 
of the plan. 
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Teacher Incentive Program fTIP) models 
Superior Teacher Model Teacher Incentive Programs 
(TIP) exist in a variety of models. One is the Superior 
Teacher Model. The Tennessee career ladder program is an 
example of this model. This model assumes that there are 
exceptionally good teachers who can be identified and 
distinguished from other teachers by their quality of 
teaching. Such identification and accompanying rewards are 
designed to attract and retain the very best teachers for the 
system. These teachers serve as models for other educators. 
Student Learning Model Another teacher incentive 
program model is the Student Learning Model which is evident 
in the South Carolina Teacher Incentive Pay Program. There 
are actually two forms of this model used in the state. In 
one form, teachers establish student performance goals, 
subject by subject, class by class. In some cases, these 
goals and means of measuring their attainment are developed by 
a third party. The teacher works toward the accomplishment of 
these goals and receives a bonus if they are successful. 
The second form of the Student Learning Model in South 
Carolina include school level goals. In this case it is 
assumed that teachers work together to have the students of 
the school reach the designated goals. If so, all the 
teachers share in the bonuses provided they have met any other 
individual requirements. 
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The main assumption in this model is that if teachers 
have specific goals to reach and an incentive to do so, they 
will teach more effectively in pursuit of the goals and 
attached rewards. 
Staff Development Model A third form of a teacher 
incentive plan is the Staff Development Model as evident in 
Orange County, Virginia. This model is designed to improve 
teaching ability, knowledge, and behavior. Teachers are paid 
extra for taking part in designated staff development 
activities or providing evidence of particular accomplishments 
(completing a graduate degree, publishing an article, etc.). 
The theory behind this model is that by taking part in 
professional development activities an individual will become 
a better teacher. 
Area Incentive Model An Area Incentive Model has been 
used in a variety of situations. These, however are generally 
one time efforts designed to fill a particular need. Sometimes 
they become established programs if they are successful and 
the particular need is continuous. 
An Area Incentive Model is closely aligned with 
incentives in the military for enlistment and re-enlistments. 
In education, inducements are designed "to find and keep 
qualified teachers for certain subjects, grade levels, student 
populations, neighborhoods, and even entire school districts" 
(Brandt, 1990, p. 35). In 1988-89, the state of New Jersey 
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spent $260,000.00 to attract minority teachers. The state of 
New York spent $1.7 million to obtain teachers for "at risk" 
students. To further their effort, they have established a 
recruiting office in Puerto Rico. Georgia recently made a 
special effort to attract science and math teachers from 
Germany. 
High Participation Model One teacher incentive 
program that is a part of many career ladder plans is what 
Brandt (1990) terms a High Participation Model. This model is 
typical for the initial steps in a career ladder plan and in 
some cases the entire plans. Essentially, the plans are 
designed so that all but a few teachers can participate in the 
plan. Thus, the term "high participation" exists. Those who 
do not participate are generally teachers whose performance is 
below standard. At these early steps, the pay supplement is 
usually small in comparison to those associated with higher 
increments on the career ladder. These programs are minimum 
competency oriented. The focus is on poor teachers with the 
goal being to weed them out. 
Full Career Model The last teacher incentive plan to 
consider here is the Full Career Model of which the Utah 
Career Ladder is an example. The Full Career Model is one 
which provides for job enlargement and extended contracts. 
Job enlargement activities are those which allow the teacher 
to assume duties in addition to those of teaching. Examples 
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may be department chairpersons, grade-level chairpersons, 
committee chairpersons, staff development trainer, etc. 
Extended contract activities allow the teacher to receive 
added compensation for work outside of the normal school day 
and year. Developing curricular materials, conducting 
research or performing school district assignments are some 
examples. Utah provides a very comprehensive program which 
also includes "career ladder promotion and bonus payments for 
exceptional teaching and salary supplements for those teachers 
in shortage areas. The extended contract provision added 
several days for planning and staff development" (Brandt, 
1990, p. 41). 
The Arizona Career Ladder Project 
The Arizona Career Ladder Project best fits the Superior 
Teacher Model. The state of Arizona established a Career 
Ladder Project through its legislature in 1984 using a series 
of pilot districts. Since that initial legislation, there 
have been several changes to the career ladder program 
requirements. Consequently, policy guidelines concerning the 
project come from two major sources, the legislature and the 
local school boards. Programs used in the state are designed 
at the local level with funding for the projects emanating 
from the legislature through special legislation. In Arizona, 
there is considerable diversity in the number of participants 
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in the career ladder plans across the state. The programs in 
the state are primarily merit pay programs using multi-
measurement techniques for the criteria used. Also in 
Arizona, we find a great deal of emphasis on job enlargement 
(see Appendix A) and mentoring. 
As established earlier, a total-systems approach to 
evaluation should be the basis for placement on a career 
ladder. The most recent law in Arizona states that a school 
district desiring to comply with career ladder legislation 
must establish 
a structure which provides teachers opportunities for 
professional career advancement, based primarily on 
improved or advanced teaching skills, evidence of pupil 
academic progress, and higher level instructional 
responsibilities. Advancement shall not be based on 
years of teaching experience or the number of educational 
credits earned. (Arizona Department of Education, 1991, 
p. 3) 
Components of this system should include a summative 
evaluation report, made up of two components; (1) a 
supervisor's rating and (2) peer(s) ratings of teacher 
performance, along with student achievement data, student 
feedback information, and work on a Professional Growth Plan 
developed for each teacher (Manatt & Alexander, 1992). 
Hidlebaugh, in his 1973 study, suggested that there is not a 
close agreement among peer teachers, students, and 
administrators when the same teacher is being evaluated. The 
Cave Creek Unified School District No. 93 (Cave Creek, 
Arizona) has built a career ladder with an algorithm that 
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includes student achievement, student's ratings of teachers, 
performance appraisal by the principal and a peer, and an 
annual professional growth plan (Manatt, 1991). Cave Creek 
uses a seven-step, career ladder placement legend: 
Point Range Level Title 
55-60 0 Newly Employed 
61-65 I Entry Teacher 
66-70 II Resident Teacher 
71-90 III Associate Teacher 
80-85 IV Senior Teacher 
86-92 V Advanced Teacher 
93-100 VI Master Teacher 
(Alexander & Manatt, 1992, p. 596) 
The algorithm (mathematical relationship between the key 
factors) that determines placement on the career ladder offers 
an opportunity to study the usefulness of the key factors. 
Supervisorv Evaluation The use of immediate 
supervisors as evaluators is a historical practice evident 
throughout the work-force of the American nation. This is 
especially true when the purpose of evaluation is 
accountability. In education, it may be required by law and 
contract that the supervisor and evaluator be one and the 
same. 
The most logical structure for appraisal in hierarchical 
organizations is for each person in the pyramid to be 
appraised by the person on the rank immediately 
above. . . . The weakness of this process is that 
at certain stages the superior may not have the 
specialist knowledge. (Wragg, 1987, p. 14). 
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In a 1977 survey conducted by the Educational Research Service 
(1978), it was found that some form of supervisory rating was 
evident in almost all of the 1,000 school districts that 
responded. 
Rating by supervisors is the traditional form of teacher 
evaluation. The use of supervisory ratings is the most 
popular form of teacher evaluation. Our limited review 
indicates it is also the most common type of assessment 
used in incentive plans. (Hatry & Greiner, 1985, p. 40). 
As in most procedures, there are advantages and 
disadvantages with supervisory ratings. From the advantage 
viewpoint, it is believed that because they have regular 
contact with teachers, supervisors can see the teacher in 
action, are familiar with the environment surrounding the 
teacher, and have knowledge of the goals and values of the 
school and community. Historically, supervisory ratings, 
especially when formative in nature, have caused little 
turmoil when used for career ladder placement. Such a 
practice allows the supervisor to provide constructive 
feedback with the goal of improving teacher performance. 
Disadvantages, on the other hand, include the suspicion 
that supervisory ratings have little connection with student 
learning. Reliability often comes into question as does the 
frequency of observation and their ability to get a day-to-day 
view of the instructor. The mere presence of the observer can 
affect the situation and result in a distorted view of the 
situation. Scriven (1981) believes that "using classroom 
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visits by colleagues or administrators is a disgrace." The 
visit itself alters the teaching, the number of visits are too 
small, there may be personal biases and prejudices present, 
and "nothing that could be observed in a classroom can be used 
as a basis ... to any conclusion about the merit of 
teaching." 
Rating teachers is one of the most difficult tasks a 
supervisor does. Often, supervisors do not have adequate 
training. The instruments used for evaluation are not valid 
and reliable. Nor do the items measured discriminate, 
legally, between good and poor teaching. As a result, they 
often have to resort to subjective judgment about teacher 
performance. 
Medley and Coker (1987) looked at 11 previous studies 
relating how well principals rated teachers and student 
achievement. In 10 of the studies they found that there was 
no meaningful correlation. In the eleventh, a negative 
correlation was found. They stated, 
A principal's judgment must be based on 
observations, formal and informal, of teachers' and 
students' behaviors while teaching and learning is 
going on and comparisons between those behaviors and 
the principal's own conception or model of effective 
teacher behavior. Reasonable as this procedure 
seems, the research clearly indicates that it is not 
working. Why not? It is because principals are not 
very good observers, because their conceptions or 
models of effective teacher behavior are erroneous, 
or because, although they possess the abilities, for 
some reason they cannot or do not use them. 
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Manatt and Daniels challenged the accuracy of this statement 
in their 1991 article. They found that given 15 days of 
"extensive training and [when] the limitations of earlier 
studies regarding instrumentation and methodology are 
overcome, they are good judges of teacher performance." The 
success of this study, when compared to that of earlier 
investigations, depended on a number of factors, one being the 
training and another being the use of criterion referenced 
pre- and posttests which were more sensitive to changes in 
behavior of the teachers then norm referenced measures. 
Despite administrators having the ability to accurately 
rate teaching, linking supervisory evaluation to compensation 
adds to the problems of the process. Teachers have problems 
with such ratings for monetary incentive plans. The 
administrators would like to have an objective form of 
evaluation that would alleviate the need for adversarial 
debates due to the presence of supportable information. 
Supervisory ratings are the most common form of teacher 
evaluation. They will continue to play an important role in 
evaluation of teachers, even when the ratings are used for 
placement on a career ladder. To help alleviate some of the 
inherent problems in evaluation in general and supervisory 
ratings, it may be wise to use a variety of data sources. 
Student Feedback Student feedback of teacher 
performance is one of the most controversial techniques for 
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identifying teacher behaviors that are associated with 
instructional effectiveness (Coburn, 1984). Monroe and Borzi 
(1989) point out that "the level of concern with this issue 
[accountability] can be seen in the increasing use of 
students' evaluation of faculty as a measure of teaching 
competence" (p. 73). Student ratings are being required at 
more institutions of higher learning. Accompanying this 
increased use of student feedback is a shift from the 
formative feedback, which encourages instructional 
development, to summative, where they play an important role 
in personnel decisions. One reason for the shift is that 
there is more emphasis on merit raises now that budgets 
are being cut or not being increased as much. And there 
is certainly more emphasis on the legal aspects of 
evaluation, so student ratings become a way of getting 
some kind of "objective evidence" into a teacher's file. 
(Centra, 1987, p. 48) 
Student feedback provides information from the 
perspective of the primary client of the teacher. This is not 
possible using other methods. This is the one means of 
obtaining information which is based on daily observations of 
the teacher gathered over extended periods of time. Student 
feedback allows for information to be collected on both 
outcome and process related aspects of teacher performance. 
Students are the primary source for information concerning the 
aspects of rapport, motivation, and classroom communication. 
Teachers may feel uncomfortable with the concept of 
student feedback and some questions remain as to just how 
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influential these ratings are to career ladder placement. 
Another disadvantage is the possibility that students, if they 
become aware that the results will be used to affect teacher 
pay, could use the feedback opportunity to, in effect, reward 
teachers they like or punish teachers they do not like. 
Most research in this area has been done in higher 
education. Even though the research at elementary and 
secondary levels has been limited, it has been established 
that student reports are relatively reliable (Aleamoni, 1981; 
Cohen, 1981; Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983; McGreal, 
1983; Omotani, 1992; Peterson & Kauchak, 1982; Weber, 1992). 
Peterson and Kauchak, when reviewing past research, found that 
student feedback was quite reliable in older students as well 
as in grades as low as two and three. Shaw, in an article in 
Nations Schools, reports the use of student feedback in grades 
2 through 12 in Kalamazoo, Michigan. These research findings 
show that students are fair in their ratings and are not 
affected by background factors or grades given them. It must 
be realized that these studies were not done using the 
information for teacher compensation purposes. 
In looking at student feedback as a source for 
information to be used for career ladder placement, it is 
important to ask if students are able to provide feedback 
which is valid and whether the feedback will continue to be 
valid when taken in the context of determining teacher 
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compensation. Evidence appears to support the students as 
quite objective. 
Existing movement is toward a total systems approach to 
teacher evaluation. This often leads to a portfolio for the 
individual teacher that contains multiple samples used as a 
basis for evaluating the teacher's performance. Students' 
evaluations of teachers are advocated as one data source in 
such a portfolio (Manatt, 1987; Stiggins & Duke, 1988). 
Student ratings feedback is therefore best viewed as one 
means of gathering information for instructional 
improvement . . ., but they are best supplemented by 
additional sources of evaluation information (such as 
peers, administrators, and so on). (Stevens, 1987, 
p. 36) 
Second Appraiser Evaluation The use of second 
appraisers, colleagues or peers for evaluating and coaching 
others has received much emphasis in recent years. 
Implementation of some form of peer evaluation as a part of a 
teacher's overall rating for career ladder/merit pay 
advancement has also occurred in the statewide plans adopted 
by Texas and Tennessee (Peterson, D. W., 1988), It is 
generally viewed in a favorable manner by educators and those 
associated with teacher evaluation. 
Peers would seem in a natural position to provide 
reliable, valid evaluation of each other. First, 
they constitute several raters; second, because of 
their frequent, close contacts with each other, they 
see a large number of criterion-relevant behaviors; 
and third, they see behavior which the traditional 
evaluator (supervisor) may not see. (Cederblom & 
Lounsbury, 1980, p. 567) 
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McGreal (1983) goes so far as saying that "the term peer 
supervision seems to fit more closely, the recommended use of 
peers in instructional improvement efforts. ..." (p. 127). 
"Teachers take their colleagues' views to heart and learn from 
them" (Duke & Stiggins, 1986, p. 31). 
There are some perceived advantages to peer ratings as a 
portion of a teacher evaluation program for career ladder 
placement. Peers are presumably familiar with the teacher and 
the locality. They will be viewed by the teacher being 
evaluated as less threatening and encouraging professionalism. 
In addition, if the peer is familiar with the subject area of 
the teacher being evaluated, they will be able to make highly 
specific suggestions for improvement (Hatry & Greiner, 1985). 
Likewise, Hatry and Greiner point out some disadvantages. 
These include looking at peer ratings as popularity contests 
that could lead to morale problems and mistrust within the 
work place. Reliability could be a problem unless the 
instruments for peer evaluation are well established and the 
peer raters have substantial training. Validity could be a 
problem if the training is not adequate. 
McGreal (1983) is of the opinion that the problems 
involved with peer ratings make them undesirable and 
unrealistic for teacher evaluation. Using the ratings for 
compensation purposes may even raise associated tensions even 
higher. Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) see the use of peer 
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ratings as an issue with mixed reviews. They indicate the 
criteria are so divergent that they do not recommend peer 
evaluations for personnel decisions. 
Peterson and Kauchak (1982) are of a different opinion. 
They believe that peer ratings provide a means of including 
the expertise and experience of the teaching profession to a 
greater degree than any other form of evaluation. They 
acknowledge the problems associated with the practice. 
However, they believe that by standardizing the procedures, 
many of the methodological problems can be overcome. They 
also believe that the use of corroborative data may be helpful 
in establishing credibility for peer evaluation. 
Supervisory ratings and peer ratings have many similar 
characteristics and problems. Using combinations of the two 
in conjunction with other data sources is becoming more 
widespread in teacher evaluation procedures. In most 
instances, these systems do not evaluate for compensation 
purposes and thus, leave an uncertainty about their value in 
career ladder placement. 
Most teacher evaluation systems are designed for the 
purpose of accountability. They do not have the power to 
discriminate between the very good teacher and the master 
teacher. It is important that the evaluation system used for 
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placement of teachers on a career ladder be valid, reliable, 
and have discriminating power in order to meet the criteria of 
the career ladder plan. 
Student Achievement The use of student achievement 
data as a source in evaluating teachers is an issue that is 
heatedly debated and may not be easily resolved. Efforts to 
institute minimum competency testing places pupil appraisal as 
the focal point in evaluating teaching. This cannot be 
overlooked. Student test scores offer some advantages when 
used as a part of a total systems approach to evaluation. 
Namely, they are the most objective and valid way of 
determining what learning has taken place. Subjective 
judgments concerning actual teaching is not an issue when 
using student achievement data. Also, the data can be used to 
determine subject matter content that does not meet expected 
standards for particular groups of students. Some 
disadvantages include the inability to determine to what 
extent learning has been affected by factors other than 
teaching. Because tests do not always adequately cover the 
subject or match the curriculum, the results may not reflect 
the teacher's performance. Using tests may result in the 
teachers teaching to the test. This coupled with the fact 
that the test may not adequately address the curriculum could 
distort the emphasis of the teaching as well as discourage 
creativity on the part of the teacher. Lastly, using testing 
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as a resource for teacher evaluation data is one that takes 
considerable effort. When this is added to the fact that 
monetary rewards may be contingent on the results, a school 
district may find itself having to increase its efforts with 
regard to test security and frequency of administration (Hatry 
& Greiner, 1985). It is also reported that the teacher 
behavior needed to increase the scores of students on 
standardized tests is different from the behavior required to 
increase various forms of learning (Darling-Hammond et al., 
1983) . 
Glass (1990) is quite emphatic when he states the 
following: 
Using student achievement data to evaluate teachers: 
1 )  . . .  i s  a l w a y s  u n d e r t a k e n  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  a  s c h o o l  
(either all or none of the teachers in a school are 
rewarded equally) rather than at the level of individual 
teachers because (a) no authoritative tests exist in most 
areas of the secondary school curriculum, nor for most 
special roles played by elementary teachers; (b) teachers 
reject the notion that they should compete with their 
colleagues for raises, privileges and perquisites; 
2 )  . . .  i s  a l w a y s  c o m b i n e d  w i t h  o t h e r  c r i t e r i a  ( s u c h  a s  
absenteeism or extra work) which prove to be the real 
discriminators between who is rewarded and who is not; 
3 )  .  .  . i s  t o o  s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  i n t e n t i o n a l  d i s t o r t i o n  a n d  
manipulation to engender any confidence in the data; 
moreover teachers and others believe that no type of test 
nor any manner of statistical analysis can equate the 
difficulty of the teacher's task in the wide variety of 
circumstances in which they work; 
4) . . . elevates tests to the level of curriculum goals, 
obscuring the distinction between learning and performing 
on tests; 
5 )  .  .  . i s  o f t e n  a  s y m b o l i c  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a c t  
undertaken to reassure the lay public that student 
learning is valued and assiduously sought after. 
(p. 239) 
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Despite Glass' well-reasoned misgivings, student achievement 
as measured by tests is required by law for the career ladder 
schools of his home state, Arizona. 
Using test scores to evaluate teachers, in part, seems to 
be appealing. However, a great deal of effort must be 
expended in the development, administration, and analysis of 
pre- and posttests. 
Professional Growth Plans Identifying work objectives 
for individual employees at the beginning of a given period 
and comparing their progress toward that goal at the end of 
the period is another means of evaluating the performance of 
the individual. Though not generally associated with monetary 
awards and also somewhat new to education, this growth plan 
approach is based on the psychological theory of goal setting. 
This theory is that our actions are triggered by conscious 
intentions that are expressed as specific goals or targets 
(Schwab & Cummings, 1970; Latham & Yukl, 1975; Locke, 
Cartledge, & Knerr, 1970). 
There are a number of advantages for using growth plans 
to stimulate personnel and improve teaching performance. One 
is that it is a relatively simple approach. It is highly 
participative and gives teachers an opportunity to determine 
how they will be assessed. In comparison with most other 
means, it is more objective in nature and it allows adjustment 
for individual differences. 
As in other cases, there are disadvantages also. For 
instance, using individual growth plans makes it difficult 
to compare teachers. In school systems where the span of 
control is normally quite large, it is difficult from the 
standpoint of paperwork and time. This approach requires 
training and the learning of how to identify realistic, 
challenging individual goals. Especially important is the 
possibility of degeneration over time due to lack of 
retraining, revision, and rejuvenation. 
For some reason, professional development is looked at as 
a separate entity from the evaluation process. Stiggins and 
Duke (1990) found teachers acknowledging that many elements of 
teacher evaluation are designed for the purpose of 
accountability, and they also feel many of these elements 
serve to promote professional growth. Wise, Darling-Hammond, 
McLaughlin, and Berstein (1984) also found that the usefulness 
of evaluation criteria for professional growth was dependent 
on how the criteria were applied. Growth potential was 
enhanced when they were applied in a flexible manner. 
Meaningful feedback resulting from a collection of teacher 
performance data is difficult to achieve. Research has shown 
that when 
feedback was provided to show progress in relation 
to goals, individuals tended to experience greater 
success. . . . Without support and encouragement 
from the central administration, principals and 
other growth facilitators are unlikely to devote the 
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time necessary to ensure that growth oriented 
evaluation succeeds. (Stiggins & Duke, 1990, 
pp. 126-127) 
Professional development or growth planning, as Harris (1986) 
calls it, is a vital link between evaluation and teacher 
improvement that must not be ignored or treated separately. 
The Career Ladder Plan of the Cave Creek Unified School 
District No. 93 presents a unique opportunity for studying the 
relationship between a five factor evaluation system and 
placement on an established career ladder. The algorithm used 
by the Cave Creek Unified School District is as follows: 
A Unique Opportunity 
Components Possible Points 
1. Summative Evaluation 
Report — Principal (40) 
2. Summative Evaluation 
Report — Peer (10) 
3. Student Feedback 
Summative Report (10) 
4. Student Achievement (30) 
5. Professional Growth 
Plan Accomplishment (10) 
End Of Year 
Composite Score (100) 
(Alexander & Manatt, p. 595) 
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This structure will allow examination of the relationship 
between the five components of the multi-appraisal system and 
significance, if any. In addition, it may be possible to use 
fewer factors in the system and thus reduce costs for the 
entire program. 
Performance appraisal research at Iowa State University 
under the School Improvement Model (SIM) program advocates the 
use of a multiple-appraiser system for the evaluation of 
teachers. The Cave Creek School system has developed a 
multiple-appraiser approach to teacher evaluation in which 
each evaluation component is used to determine placement on a 
career ladder. The components are (1) appraisal by the 
principal, (2) appraisal by peer evaluators, (3) a 
professional growth plan, (4) student achievement, and 
(5) student feedback. This study will determine the 
relationship of the component ratings to each other and their 
efficacy in final placements of teachers on the career ladder 
hierarchy. 
Initial efforts at implementing a career ladder plan 
within the Cave Creek Unified School District No. 93 failed to 
meet Arizona legislative guidelines. The SIM team from Iowa 
State University was given the opportunity to rectify the 
situation and bring the school district into compliance with 
state statutes. How this was done will be presented in the 
next chapter. 
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Synopsis 
Design and implementation of career ladder incentive 
programs for teachers is perceived as difficult at best. 
Legislative involvement has proven to be both a negative and 
positive aspect of such programs. In most existing programs 
reviewed, there have been varying degrees of local autonomy 
provided for designing career ladder systems. Career ladder 
planning and implementation have3 required extensive changes 
in compensation, work responsibilities, and professional 
advancement practices. Evaluation has become the basis for 
professional advancement decisions as well as salary increases 
for teachers under career ladder programs. Career ladders 
have become a means for improving schools, not just the 
teaching profession. The literature reviewed suggested that 
career ladders are dynamic entities that must constantly be 
monitored and adjusted, if they are to continue as agents of 
school improvement. For them to avoid becoming "routine in 
the process of bureaucratic aging" (Timar, 1992, p. 59), the 
sources studied have shown that they must involve a 
cooperative effort between all those who have a stake in the 
education system. In almost all successful efforts at career 
ladders, teachers have had a major role in the planning, 
design, implementation, execution, and evaluation of the local 
efforts. 
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Table 1. A synthesis of research literature on career ladder 
programs and related compensation programs for 
teachers 
Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Riley, Ryan, 
& Lifshitz 
Lawler 
1950 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
1971 Pay for 
Performance 
Favors with caution. 
Increases productiv­
ity; must fit district 
needs. 
Walberg 1974 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
Students are the best 
judge of learning 
context; must be 
formative. 
Doyle 1975 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
Make useful contribu­
tions to personnel 
decisions. 
Alfonso 
Cohen & 
MacKenzie 
Cederblom & 
Lounsbury 
Locke et al, 
Cohen 
McGreal 
1977 Peer 
Evaluation 
1980 Peer 
Evaluation 
1980 Peer 
Evaluation 
1980 Pay for 
Performance 
1981 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
1983 Peer and 
Student 
Evaluation 
One component of 
multi-source evalua­
tion system. 
Partially valid. 
Reliable and valid. 
Increases 
productivity. 
Aids in administrative 
decisions; helps 
provide instructional 
improvement. 
Valuable source of 
data; excludes 
summative evaluation. 
Student evaluation 
should be confined to 
description. 
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Table 1. Continued 
Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Coburn 
Teacher 
Orientation 
Manual 
Balkan & 
Groenemans 
Furtwengler 
Duke & 
Stiggins 
1984 Student 
Evaluation 
Teachers 
1985 Evaluation 
1985 Incentive Pay 
1985 Evaluation 
1985 Evaluation 
Only one component of 
evaluation system. 
Teacher actively 
involved; multi 
sources required for 
success. 
Bonuses must be 
significant. 
Advocates multiple 
sources. 
Leads to improved 
performance, personal 
growth, and pro­
fessional esteem. 
Burden 
Hatry & 
Greiner 
1985 Career Ladder 
1985 Merit Pay 
Plans 
Must enrich work; 
increase teacher 
responsibilities. 
Very complex; little 
evidence of effect on 
student achievement, 
teacher retention 
rates, and/or ability 
to attract quality 
teachers ; must have 
teacher participation; 
evaluation system is 
the key; rewards 
significant to all who 
deserve them. 
Karnes & 
Black 
1986 Merit Pay Attracts outstanding 
students to teaching. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Johnson 1986 Career Ladder Requires extensive 
organizational 
changes; not clear as 
to appropriateness of 
statewide programs or 
ones of local control. 
Harris 
Duke & 
Stiggins 
1986 Career Ladder 
1986 Evaluation 
Boyles 1986 Performance-
Based 
Compensation 
Not appropriate; too 
rigid. 
Promotes teacher 
growth; leads to 
improved performance; 
adds to professional 
esteem; advocates 
multiple data sources. 
Must fit needs of the 
district; avoids state 
mandated plans; no 
relationship to 
student achievement. 
Hart 
Deering 
1987 Career Ladder 
1987 Career Ladder 
Teacher attitudes 
toward CLP is unclear. 
Not a panacea for all 
the problems in 
education. 
Freiberg 1987 Career Ladder 
Centra 1987 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
Resistance results 
when those involved 
are not a part of the 
decision-making 
process. 
Plays an important 
role in personnel 
decisions. 
Wragg 1987 Evaluation Should not be a static 
process. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Nabatian 
Stevens 
Manatt 
Stiggins & 
Duke 
Johns 
1987 Pay for 
Performance 
1978 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
1988 Evaluation 
1988 Evaluation 
1988 Career Ladder 
Amsler 
Peterson, K. 
Monroe & 
Borzi 
Packard & 
Dereshiwsky 
1988 Career Ladder 
1988 Career Ladder 
1989 Student 
Evaluation 
of Teachers 
1989 Career Ladder 
Increases 
productivity. 
Most reliable and cost 
efficient means of 
obtaining feedback. 
Designed to help 
enhance performance. 
Should be designed to 
promote growth; 
requires training of 
supervisors and 
teachers. 
Not effective in 
improving teaching, 
retaining teachers, 
providing incentives, 
enhancing morale, 
providing fair 
evaluation criteria, 
and increasing 
enthusiasm for 
teaching. 
Favors added 
responsibilities. 
Panel judgments of 
teacher performance 
were reliable. 
Controversy exists; 
evidence advocates 
descriptive over 
judgmental evaluation. 
Requires sufficient 
funding; may stifle 
creativity; sabotaged 
by political 
influence. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Daniels 
Furtwengler 
1989 Evaluation 
1989 Career Ladder 
Darling-
Hammond 
1990 Evaluation 
Sibson 
Brandt 
1990 Compensation 
1990 Career Ladder 
Cornett 1991 Career Ladder 
Evaluation is related 
to student 
achievement. 
Positively changes 
teaching; changes the 
ways schools are 
organized; improves 
teaching and learning. 
High stakes; must be 
credible, appropriate; 
time sensitive, budget 
sensitive if results 
are used for 
decisions. 
Management tool. 
Performance-based 
bonuses and promotions 
fading; job 
enlargement, extra 
duty and extended 
contracts more 
prevalent; few 
instances of 
dependency of pay on 
student achievement; 
more principal 
involvement in 
instruction; 
evaluation has 
changed; initial 
teacher attitudes have 
been negative, but 
become more positive 
when implementation is 
well done. 
Favored by 70 percent 
of the teachers; 
linked rewards to 
performance or 
additional work. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Cornett 1991 Career Ladder 
English 
Cornett & 
Gaines 
1992 Compensation 
1992 Career Ladder 
Alexander & 
Manatt 
1992 Career Ladder 
Incentives becoming 
more focused on school 
performance; decrease 
in teacher isolation; 
resulting change is 
slow; proportion of 
funding used for 
career ladders is 
relatively small. 
Must be equitable; 
must reward superior 
performance. 
Improves teaching; 
movement toward 
rewards for improved 
student outcomes; 
improved teacher 
evaluation; principals 
become more involved 
in instructional 
issues ; teachers more 
involved in design of 
programs; Arizona's 
plan has had a 
measurable effect on 
teacher and student 
performance. 
Attracts, retains, and 
rewards effective 
teachers. 
Timar 
Poston 
1992 Career Ladder 
1992 Pay for 
Performance 
Creates "purposive" 
decision making within 
the system. 
Largest burden falls 
to the administrator; 
effective evaluation 
techniques required; 
equitable compensation 
needed. 
Table 1. Continued 
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Resource Year Subject Viewpoint 
Schwab & 
Iwanicki 
1992 Merit Pay Teacher expectations 
include clear criteria 
for achieving merit 
recognition; involve­
ment from the begin­
ning; competent eval-
uators; significant 
money; improvement in 
instruction has 
occurred. 
Frase & 
Boston 
1992 Teacher 
Incentive 
Programs 
Local initiatives 
required for success; 
flexibility needed; 
non-intervention from 
political or funding 
bodies required. 
Brandt & 
Gansneder 
1992 Career Ladder Represents major 
organizational change; 
ought to be long term; 
requires constant fine 
tuning. 
Hetzel 1992 Pay for 
Performance 
The only justifiable 
way to pay people. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
This study examined the five components of a 
multi-appraiser, systems approach to teacher evaluation. Each 
of the five components was used as part of an algorithm to 
determine the placement of the teacher on a career ladder. 
The education level of each teacher in the sample and his or 
her years of service to the school district were also examined 
to determine the relationship of the components to each other 
and their efficacy in final placement of the teachers on the 
career ladder hierarchy. The primary purpose of this study 
was to provide information concerning the influence student 
feedback, student achievement, second appraiser, and 
supervisory evaluation along with growth plan accomplishment 
to make final placement decisions. In addition, the study 
determined the relationship of each of these factors, along 
with education level and years of service of the teacher, to 
each other and final placement on the career ladder. 
In 1984, the Arizona legislature enacted a pilot career 
ladder program involving IS school districts across the state. 
This original pilot study accounted for about 25 percent of 
the state's teachers. A great deal of diversity existed in 
the programs of the 15 districts with respect to 
participation, components steps, and operational procedures. 
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The state, however, had imposed guidelines stressing 
improved teaching skills, student achievement, and multiple 
data sources for evaluation. The legislature also stated that 
the advancement criteria were to be stringent enough to keep 
all teachers from advancing to the upper echelons of the 
ladder. 
A restructuring of the salary schedules was required. 
The state supported this in the pilot program by providing 
5 percent more state money for salaries in the pilot 
districts. Research and evaluation programs were established 
at both the state and local levels with emphasis on program 
improvement and using the data to determine the next step 
after the pilot study was completed (Brandt, 1990). 
Control throughout the pilot study remained with the 
legislature. A special joint committee was 
established to monitor the program and make 
recommendations for continued funding and changes in 
legislation needed. A network of pilot districts 
was formalized, and district program leaders met on 
a monthly basis to share information and coordinate 
activities. (p. 146) 
The study was designed to analyze career ladder placement 
in the Cave Creek Unified School District No. 93, Cave Creek, 
Arizona using data from the 1990-1991 school year. Cave Creek 
was one of the original pilot districts used in implementing a 
pay for performance program. The district's initial effort at 
a career ladder pay for performance program failed to meet the 
criteria of the state as well as those of the district itself. 
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In response to the Arizona Joint Legislative Committee on 
Career Ladders mandate for reform, the Cave Creek district 
undertook the monumental task of redesigning their career 
ladder plan. They had an added burden of a strict timeline 
that required them to come into compliance with the state 
directives or be eliminated from the statewide program. To do 
so, the district obtained the services of the School 
Improvement Model program of Iowa State University (SIM). SIM 
experts helped the district design and implement a pay-for-
performance system that brought the district into compliance 
with state mandates. Immediately prior to SIM's involvement 
with Cave Creek, the legislature mandated that any new career 
ladder program must have student achievement and job 
enlargement (see Appendix A) as factors contributing to the 
differentiated levels of the ladder. These elements, along 
with the factors of student feedback, professional growth, 
peer evaluation, and supervisor's evaluation provide the basis 
for determining placement on the career ladder in Cave Creek. 
Data Source and Collection 
The Cave Creek Unified School District No. 93 has four 
schools. It had two elementary buildings, one being K-2 and 
the other 3-5, a middle school (6-8), and a secondary building 
(9-12). Total enrollment in the district was 1450. There 
were 102 teachers during the 1990-1991 school year. Thirty-
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seven of those chose to be part of the district career ladder 
initiative. These 37 teachers constitute the sample used for 
this study. 
The use of an algorithm containing five variables was 
unique for the state of Arizona and most existing career 
ladder programs nationwide. Typically, those stakeholder 
groups charged with developing a new career ladder leaned 
heavily toward career ladder placement based upon classroom 
observation by first and second appraisers. Only recently has 
there been a national trend adding student achievement data 
(Cornett, 1992). In the Cave Creek developmental process, the 
stakeholders' committee acted as a substitute for collective 
bargaining (Arizona is a "meet and confer" state). The 
researchers from SIM repeatedly presented a best practice and 
a research based model which invariably was altered (some 
would say weakened) by the teachers on the stakeholders' 
committee. Each of them had prior experience with the 
unsuccessful career ladder and each of them would argue for 
variations in the research based model which they thought 
would give them personal advantage. This was a very 
understandable tendency which caused the researchers a great 
deal of anxiousness, because the ultimate test of their work 
would be the spreading of teachers across the career ladder 
instead of having them all at the top, which had caused great 
financial distress in the past for this district. 
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The data used in this study were collected from the 
district as a part of ongoing research projects conducted by 
the School Improvement Model Project at Iowa State University. 
These data included individual scores for each of the 37 
teachers in the five factors used for placement on the career 
ladder, the education level of each teacher, and the years of 
service to the school district. Table 2 summarizes these 
data. In reviewing this table, it was found that when the 
educational background of the subjects was organized into 
bands (BA, BA+15, BA+30, etc.) and beginning with a bachelor's 
degree and ending with a master's degree plus 60 hours of 
course work, most teachers in the district that were involved 
in the career ladder plan had a bachelor's degree. Table 2 
\ 
reveals the education levels of the subjects ranging from a 
low of bachelor's degree (11 subjects) to a high of a master's 
degree with 60 additional hours (one subject). Years of 
service to the district were reflected in a range from 3 years 
to 16 years. The mean years of service was 7.65 years. The 
principals' ratings ranged from a low of 27.5 to high of 38 
out of a possible 40 with a mean value of 33.4. The mean peer 
rating was 8.66 out of a possible 10 with a range of 7.1 to 
10.0. Student feedback (ratings) of teachers also had a 10 
point maximum. The range in this measure was from a low of 
2.5 to a high of 10.0. The mean was 6.32. For student 
achievement the measures ranged from 15 to 30 with a 
Table 2. Summarization of data used for subject placement on the Cave Creek Career 
Ladder Plan 
SER^ SER Student Student Professional 
Subject Education Service Principal Peer feedback achievement growth plan 
1 BA 9.00 29.00 7.10 2.50 20.00 10.00 
2 BA 4.00 29.00 7.50 5.00 20.00 8.00 
3 BA 3.00 32.00 7.50 5.00 15.00 10.00 
4 BA 15 7.00 26.00 7.50 5.00 25.00 10.00 
5 MA 16.00 37.00 10.00 2.50 15.00 10.00 
6 BA 15 6.00 27.50 7.30 5.00 25.00 10.00 
7 BA 45 5.00 33.00 9.75 2.50 20.00 10.00 
8 BA 5.00 33.00 8.00 7.50 20.00 10.00 
9 MA 15 8.00 35.00 9.30 5.00 20.00 10.00 
10 BA 5.00 33.00 7.30 7.50 25.00 10.00 
11 BA 45 14.00 28.50 6.80 7.50 30.00 10.00 
12 BA 30 9.00 28.50 7.60 7.50 30.00 10.00 
13 BA 15 4.00 32.00 7.30 5.00 30.00 10.00 
14 BA 30 9.00 32.00 8.30 5.00 30.00 10.00 
15 BA 15 3.00 32.00 8.00 7.50 30.00 8.00 
16 BA 6.00 32.00 8.50 7.50 30.00 8.00 
17 MA 60 6.00 34.00 7.90 5.00 30.00 10.00 
18 MA 15 15.00 31.50 8.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
^SER = Summative Evaluation Report. 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
Continued 
SER SER Student Student Professional 
Education Service Principal Peer feedback achievement growth plan 
BA 45 9.00 33.00 9.00 5.00 30.00 10.00 
BA 15 11.00 37.00 8.50 7.50 25.00 10.00 
BA 60 12.00 36.00 10.00 2.50 30.00 10.00 
MA 8.00 35.00 8.50 5.00 30.00 10.00 
BA 3.00 32.00 9.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 3.00 34.00 7.30 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 3.00 34.00 8.50 8.00 30.00 9.00 
BA 30 6.00 34.00 9.80 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 6.00 34.00 10.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
MA 9.00 35.00 9.30 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 30 8.00 33.00 9.00 10.00 30.00 10.00 
BA 15 10.00 35.00 10.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
MA 5.00 36.00 9.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
MA 15 12.00 36.00 9.75 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 45 7.00 37.00 9.30 7.50 30.00 10.00 
MA 10.00 37.00 9.75 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 30 10.00 37.00 10.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 15 11.00 38.00 10.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
BA 6.00 38.00 10.00 7.50 30.00 10.00 
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mean of 27.3. Growth plan accomplishment was assigned a 
maximum value of 10. In the range of 8 to 10 found in 
Table 2, the mean was 9.8. 
Measures 
This section presents a discussion of the measurement of 
the variables examined in the study. The five independent 
variables used for placement determination are discussed 
first. These are followed by a discussion of two alternative 
factors which, historically, have been major influencing 
factors in differentiating pay for teachers. The method of 
obtaining the data related to each of the seven factors 
constitutes the discussion of the independent variables. This 
is followed by a discussion of the dependent variable. 
Performance evaluation bv the principal 
The evaluation system used with the original career 
ladder plan in Cave Creek did not have the ability to 
differentiate between levels of teacher performance. As a 
result, a new system of performance evaluation was developed 
and designed to make the necessary differentiations. 
Principals in the district had the responsibility of doing the 
evaluations. It was necessary to have a system that 
demonstrated reliability of ratings between principals and had 
the ability to sort performance (i.e., high, medium, and low). 
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It had to ensure that if two principals rated the same teacher 
under the same circumstances, using the same criteria, the 
resulting quantitative representation of those evaluations did 
not differ beyond acceptable limits. For this to happen, it 
was necessary to train all principals in the district to the 
point that inter-rater reliability was ensured and recognized 
by the teachers of the district. The development, 
implementation, and training associated with such an 
evaluation system was a function of the School Improvement 
Model Project of Iowa State University. 
All first appraisers (administrators) and second 
appraisers (peers) were given five days of training, using 
video tapes (ASCD, 1981, 1987) of teachers teaching various 
subjects and grade levels. Trainees viewed each tape and made 
a script tape of what they saw. A script tape is a verbatim 
anecdotal record of teacher and student behaviors. They 
analyzed and labeled their recorded data, using an instrument 
which classified the behaviors leading to the performance 
criteria included in the algorithm (SER) and rated the quality 
of those behaviors in a response mode using a 4-point scale 
(see Appendix B). The ratings of each trainee were compared. 
Discussions were held to clear up any discrepancies. 
Trainees whose responses were outliers (always high or 
always low) underwent additional training. When trainees, 
administrators, or peers were consistently off the mean 
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responses of the trainee group which accompanied the ASCD 
tapes, they were given small group training on (1) the 
research base for that criterion, (2) the indicators and 
descriptors associated with the criterion, and (3) script 
taping to pick up the details of the associated behaviors in 
the video tapes. 
The evaluation system used by the principals and 
developed with SIM assistance was used during the year that 
data were collected for this study. Each teacher in the 
sample was given a numerical rating reflecting his/her 
summative evaluation report (SER) by the principal. This 
numerical rating constituted 40 points of the 100 point total 
composite score used for placing teachers on the career ladder 
for the subsequent school year (1991-1992). 
Peer evaluation 
The Arizona state requirements to have multiple data 
sources for evaluation caused the stakeholders' committee to 
look to peer evaluation as another source of evaluation data. 
This helped meet the Joint Legislative Committee on Career 
Ladders requirement to move evaluation and salary placement 
from that of the supervisor to a shared responsibility between 
administrators and teachers. 
It was essential that each teacher participating in the 
career ladder plan know what was expected of him/her prior to 
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any evaluation connected with placement on a career ladder 
that ultimately resulted in his/her salary for the next school 
year. Consequently, it was necessary to develop a set of 
criteria, each accompanied by a series of behavioral 
descriptors, that would serve as a basis for evaluation under 
the career ladder plan in Cave Creek. During the year data 
were collected, there were thirteen jointly developed criteria 
(Appendix C) used for evaluation purposes by principals and 
peers. 
As with principals, it was necessary to do extensive 
training with teachers to ensure validity and reliability in 
the evaluation process by other teachers. Using peers as 
appraisers has been a means of offsetting the perception of 
teachers that administrators cannot be trusted in the 
evaluation process. The Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan called 
for peer appraisers as part of the evaluation system. The 
aspect of the program that made it different from most other 
career ladder programs was that the teachers were given the 
opportunity to choose their own second appraisers. During the 
year under study (1990-1991) some teachers, even after 
extensive training, did not feel comfortable in serving as a 
peer appraiser. Consequently, the pool of second appraisers 
was limited. Nor did some of the teachers feel comfortable 
with the second appraisers available to them. At the last 
minute, some central office personnel were chosen as 
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substitutes for some peer appraisers. In subsequent years, 
this liability will have less impact because teachers, 
positioned higher on the career ladder, must serve as peer 
appraisers because of the state's requirement for job 
enlargement. 
The algorithm for placement on the career ladder relied 
on a composite score of up to 100 points. The resulting peer 
evaluation score accounted for 10 points of the composite 
score used to determine placement on the rungs of the adopted 
career ladder. 
Student feedback 
In order to obtain student feedback for the purpose of 
evaluating teacher performance, separate 20-item student 
rating forms were used at the K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 level. These 
rating forms were found to discriminating in a study by Weber 
(1992). A similar study, conducted by Omotani (1992), 
supported the use of similar forms at the 9-12 grade level. 
Their studies, besides confirming earlier studies of 
Hidlebaugh and Peterson, checked for bias, if any, at the 
various levels (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 
9-12). That is to say, were primary children showing a 
leniency bias when rating teachers or were secondary children 
consistently showing a severity when rating their teachers? 
The regular classroom student rating forms were revised by a 
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committee in Cave Creek for use in special areas of 
instruction. Essentially, both these studies showed that 
student raters, when using feedback items that are valid, can 
discriminate reliably between teacher performances when such 
differences exist. The implication being that students can 
serve as a reliable source for teacher rating data. 
In the spring of 1991 the rating forms were administered 
to the students in the district by a teacher other than their 
own. Primary grades (K-2) were surveyed with a 3-point scale 
instrument. All other levels (3-5, 6-8, 9-12) used surveys 
that were 5-point scales. The completed forms were given to 
SIM personnel who were responsible for electronically 
processing them and returning the resulting quantitative 
measures to the district. 
The primary grades used a 20-item questionnaire that was 
graded according to the following scale; No=0; Sometimes=2; 
and Almost always=4. Thus, if a teacher received an "almost 
always" on each of the 20 items, a score of 80 would be the 
total rating. 
The student rating forms for the upper elementary, middle 
school, and high school were handled similarly, the difference 
being in the values assigned to the responses. They were: 
Never=0; Not often=l; Sometimes=2; Usually=3; and Almost 
always=4. Again, the maximum possible total rating was 80. 
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At this point the scores of the teacher's students were 
averaged and the points awarded as part of the composite score 
were determined according to Table 3. The district, in turn, 
provided the student feedback scores for each teacher in this 
study's sample. This individual score accounts for 10 points 
of the composite score used for placement of the teacher on 
the career ladder. 
Table 3. Student feedback composite score determination for 
the Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan 
Average rating total Composite score 
70-80 10.00 
60-69 7.50 
50-59 5.00 
<50 2.5 
Student achievement 
Another component that must be included in any career 
ladder plan adopted in the state of Arizona is student 
achievement. Of the 100 composite points possible in the 
algorithm for placement on the career ladder, 30 came from 
this component. The scoring was based on the achievement of 
students on tests as related in Table 4. 
t 
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Table 4. Scoring of student achievement data for placement 
on the Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan 
Points awarded 10 15 20 25 30 
Percentage of 
students receiving 
75% or better 
on non-normed tests 75-77 78-82 83-87 88-92 93-95 
Percentage of 
students meeting or 
exceeding one grade 
equivalent increase 
on norm-referenced 
tests 75-77 78-82 83-87 88-92 93-95 
Lacking criterion referenced pre- and posttests, the 
teachers substituted teacher-made tests which were never 
piloted and cross checked, to satisfy this portion of the 
algorithm. This resulted in almost total mastery by the 
students. 
Teachers were allowed to use teacher-made tests with no 
tables of specification. Thus, items varied markedly by 
levels on Bloom's taxonomy and by whether they were testing 
introductory objectives, mastery objectives, or maintain 
mastery objectives. Most likely, tests were simply too easy. 
Thus, most students mastered most items. 
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Professional growth plan 
Each teacher in the Cave Creek school district, those who 
volunteered for inclusion in the career ladder program and 
"framework" (framework is the Arizona term for salary 
schedule) teachers, was required to undertake a plan for 
professional growth. This component, developed by the school 
district, was considered important to the success of the plan. 
Each teacher undertaking the growth plan was required to 
identify the performance area and criterion to be improved, 
establish an improvement goal in specific measurable terms, 
outline the procedures they intended to take to reach the 
goal, provide a system of progress checks, and establish 
documentation and an appraisal method for final accomplishment 
determination. The development of this professional growth 
plan was a cooperative undertaking with the teacher's 
supervisor. The teacher developed a timeline for 
accomplishing the plan and showing progress. Each increment 
of the timeline reached satisfactorily resulted in an award of 
two points for the teacher. The principal evaluated the 
accomplishment of the plan and forwarded the rating to the 
validating committee. A maximum of 10 points toward the end 
of the year composite score of 100 were possible in this area. 
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Education and years of service 
Historically, differentiated pay for teachers has been 
based on level of education and years of service within the 
school system. Though not a part of the algorithm used for 
placement on the Cave Creek career ladder, both factors were 
studied to see if they could predict career ladder placement 
in the Cave Creek Unified School District. There were 37 
subjects studied in this investigation. Their years of 
service to the district ranged from a low of 3 to a high of 15 
years. The mean years of service for the subjects was 7.65 
years. Their education level ranged from a BA degree to a MA 
degree with an additional 60 hours. 
For the purposes of this study the subjects' education 
was divided into cells of 15 coursework hours. As an example, 
if a subject had a master's degree plus 9 hours of coursework, 
the subject would be included in the master's degree cell. If 
the teacher had a master's plus 21 hours of coursework, the 
teacher would be placed in the master's degree plus 15 hours 
cell. Each of these cells was given a numerical value 
corresponding to the particular educational level for the 
purpose of statistical analysis. A BA degree was the lowest 
and had a value of 1, with the next being a BA+15 which had a 
value of 2, followed by BA+30, BA+45, BA+60, MA, MA+15, MA+30, 
MA+45, and finally an MA+60, each having a value equivalent to 
one more unit then the previous level. 
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Algorithm computation bv the Validation Committee 
As indicated earlier, final placement on the career 
ladder is based on a composite score which is the total of the 
scores from the individual factors for each teacher. Appendix 
B shows the Cave Creek USD No. 93 Career Ladder Composite 
Score instrument used by the validating committee. The 
instrument shows the components and their respective possible 
point values used in arriving at this composite score 
dependent variable, which was used to determine the level of 
placement of the participating teacher on the legend of the 
career ladder. 
Computation of the composite score was a function of a 
career ladder validating committee in the Cave Creek school 
district. This committee consisted of six elected teachers 
and one administrator. Each participating teacher was 
provided, early in the school year, with very specific and 
clear documentation regarding expectations and requirements 
for each level of the ladder. In addition, they were given a 
list of documents that were to be included in what the 
district termed a consideration folder. This was used by the 
validating committee in calculating the composite score. The 
committee reviewed each consideration folder and checked for 
accuracy of each subtotal. They added these five scores to 
obtain the composite score. The point ranges listed in 
Appendix B automatically determined the ladder placement. 
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Thus, a teacher's performance record placed him/her on the 
rungs of the ladder, not the principal's evaluation of 
him/her, as had been the case in the previous system which had 
been judged a failure. 
Statistical Analysis 
Each independent variable was described in terms of its 
average score (mean) and variability (standard deviation). 
Next, Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to test 
the relationships between each variable and every other 
variable along with the dependent variable. The formula used 
for calculating the Pearson product moment correlation was: 
^ ^ nHXY-Hx^LY 
^j InLx^ - (L'X) 2] - (hY) 
n = the number of cases 
X = the score for one variable 
Y = the score for the other variable. 
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988) 
There were two predictive portions of the study. The 
predictive portions of the study were tested with multiple 
regression including the step-wise method. The forward step­
wise regression is a statistical procedure which looks at each 
predictor variable and its relationship to the dependent 
variable. In the forward regression model, the predictors are 
entered one at a time until the is no longer statistically 
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significant. The forward step-wise method is similar, except 
that after each new predictor variable is added, there are two 
significance tests run. One determines the significance of 
the newly added variable alone. A second test looks at the 
significance of the new variable in combination with any 
previously selected variables to see if any of them 
(previously selected variables) have lost the ability to be 
effective as predictors. If found to be true, the procedure 
would then eliminate that factor as a predictor variable. 
Initially, the procedure chooses the independent variable 
which has the highest correlation with the criterion 
(dependent) variable. The next variable for inclusion in the 
prediction equation is the one with the highest partial 
correlation with the criterion variable and the effects of the 
first variable partialed out. This procedure continues until 
is no longer significant or all the predictor variables 
have been included in the equation. 
The first regression procedure involved only the five 
factors of the algorithm used for placement on the career 
ladder and the dependent variable. The other prediction 
included the two additional factors of education level and 
years of service to the district. 
The algorithm used by Cave Creek for career ladder 
placement was based on five factors. Two of the factors, 
principal's ratings and student achievement, were weighted by 
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the stakeholders' committee, such that together, they 
accounted for 70 percent of the possible composite score of 
100. In order to eliminate the effect of the weighting, the 
principal's ratings and student achievement scores were 
recalculated, so that the numerical value of each of the five 
factors had the same range of possibility. A new composite 
score based on 50 points was calculated. This score became 
the dependent variable for an additional statistical treatment 
of the data. 
The basic regression formula used for both predictive 
statistical treatments was: 
Y = biXi + bgXg fbgXg + b^X, + bgXg + bgXg + b^X? + a 
Y = predicted level of placement on the career ladder 
bjj = the regression coefficient for each factor 
X^ = the value for principal's ratings 
X2 = the value for mean student achievement 
X3 = the value for student feedback (rating) of teachers 
X4 = the value for peer ratings 
X5 = the value for growth plan accomplishment 
Xg = the value for education level of the teacher 
X7 = the value for the number of years of service to the 
district. 
(Hinkle et al., 1988) 
In testing the hypotheses, the data were analyzed using the 
SPSS* computer program. 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University Committee on Use of Human 
Subjects in Research reviewed this project and concluded that 
the rights and welfare of the human subjects were adequately 
73 
protected, that the risks were outweighted by the potential 
benefits and expected value of the knowledge sought, that 
confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent 
was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESEARCH FINDINGS 
This chapter analyzes career ladder data which were 
gathered from the Cave Creek Unified School District No. 93. 
The data cover the 1990-1991 school year and were used to 
determine placement on the district's Career Ladder Program 
for the 1991-1992 school year. The data included placement 
level on the Career Ladder Program hierarchy and scores for 
supervisor (principal) ratings, second appraiser (peer) 
measures, student feedback (ratings) of teachers, student 
achievement, and scores related to the accomplishment of an 
individual growth plan. Descriptive data (range, means, and 
standard deviations) for these five factors are displayed in 
Table 5. Additional data include the educational levels and 
years of teaching experience in the school district of the 
Table 5. Means and standard deviations of factors used for 
placement on the Cave Creek USD Career Ladder (N=3 7) 
Factor Range Mean S.D. 
Principal rating 26.00-38.00 33.405 3.036 
Peer rating 7.10-10.00 8.658 1.050 
Student feedback 2.50-10.00 6.316 1.829 
Student achievement 15.00-30.00 27.297 4.654 
Growth plan 8.00-10.00 9.811 .569 
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3 7 teachers that were a part of the career ladder plan. 
Descriptive data (means and standard deviations) for these 
additional factors are displayed in Table 6. 
Correlational Data 
Table 7 presents correlational data of all the variables 
used in the study. A positive correlation was found between 
level on the career ladder and four of the factors used for 
placement purposes: (1) principal ratings, (2) peer ratings, 
(3) student feedback (ratings), and (4) student achievement. 
A positive relationship was also found between placement level 
and the amount of education of the teachers on the career 
ladder. A positive correlation was also found between the 
education level of the teachers and their years of experience, 
principals ratings, peer ratings, and growth plan 
accomplishment. Growth Plan Accomplishment was the only 
factor that had a significant relationship to years of 
Table 6. Means and standard deviations for education^ and 
years of service of teachers on the Cave Creek USD 
Career Ladder (N=37) 
Factor Mean S.D. 
Education 3.297 2.379 
Years of service 7.649 3.458 
^Range of education BA = 1 (low) to MA+60 = 10 (high). 
Table 7. Correlational coefficients between variables used for determining placement 
in the Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan (N=37) 
Student 
Student achieve- Growth 
Placement Education Years Principal Peer feedback ment plan 
Placement X 
Education .238+ X 
Years .207 .520** X 
Principal .657** .281* .210 X 
Peer .562** .240+ .291 .765** X 
Student 
feedback .599** -.202 -.170 .238+ .134 X 
Student 
achievement .818** -125 .043 .193 .192 .552** 
Growth plan .165 .330* .346* .222+ .191 -.101 
+p<.10. 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
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experience. Principal ratings correlated positively with peer 
ratings, student ratings, and growth plan accomplishment. 
Student feedback and student achievement correlated at a 
significant level with each other. There was no significant 
relationship between growth plan accomplishment and student 
achievement, student feedback, peer ratings. 
Regression Data 
In order to determine the significant predictors for 
placement on the Cave Creek USD Career Ladder, two step-wise 
regression analyses were executed using the SPSS* computer 
program. A significance level of .05 was used in both 
instances. The first analysis was confined to the five 
factors currently being used to determine career ladder 
placement in the district. The second procedure added the 
factors of years of service and education level of the 
teachers participating in the program. 
In the first case a forward step-wise multiple regression 
procedure was used. The analysis in this case revealed that 
the best predictor of placement on the career ladder using 
weighted factors was student achievement. A second predictor 
was principal ratings, with student feedback (ratings) being a 
third. After these three factors were considered, growth plan 
accomplishment and peer ratings did not make a significant 
contribution. Table 8 shows each of the factors that serves 
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as a predictor for placement on the Cave Creek Career Ladder. 
Only those factors with a significant t-value act as 
predictors of placement on the career ladder. 
Table 8. Placement factors (weighted) as predictors for 
placement on the Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan 
Factor Order of entry t-value 
Student achievement (1) 12.494*** 
Principal's ratings (2) 11.130*** 
Student feedback (3) 2.189* 
*Significant at p<.05. 
***Significant at p<.001. 
Table 9 is a summary of the regression analysis using the five 
factors in the Cave Creek Model. The best prediction equation 
indicated from the table was: 
Y = .I68IX1 + .1971X2 +-0756X3 - 7.2202. 
Y = predicted level of placement on the career ladder 
X^ = the value for principal's ratings 
Xg = the value for student achievement 
X3 = the value for student feedback (rating) of teachers. 
The second case used forward step-wise multiple 
regression procedure. The analysis case revealed that the 
79 
Table 9. Regression summary for the five factor algorithm 
used for placement on the Cave Creek USD Career 
Ladder 
Variable Multiple R 
Percent of variance 
(accumulated) B^ 
Student 
achievement .818 66.9 . 1681 
Principal's 
rating .963 92.8 . 1971 
Student 
feedback .968 93.7 . 0758 
Constant -7.2202 
^Coefficient of the variable in the prediction equation. 
best predictor of placement on the career ladder was student 
achievement. A second predictor was principal ratings, with 
student feedback (ratings) being a third. By adding the 
factors of years of experience in the district and education 
to the first analysis, years of experience was found to be an 
additional predictor. After these four factors were 
considered, education level, growth plan accomplishment, and 
peer ratings did not make a significant contribution. Table 
10 shows each of the factors as a predictor for placement on 
the Cave Creek Career Ladder. Those factors with a 
significant t-value act as predictors of placement on the 
career ladder. 
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Table 10. Placement factors (weighted), including years of 
experience in the district and educational 
level, as predictors for placement on the Cave 
Creek Career Ladder Plan 
Factor Order of entry t-value 
Student achievement (1) 12.854*** 
Principal's ratings (2) 10.918*** 
Student feedback (3) 2.918* 
Years of service (4) 2.415* 
^Significant at p<.05. 
***Significant at p<.001. 
Table 11 is a summary of the regression analysis using 
the five factors in the Cave Creek Model along with years of 
service and educational level. The best prediction equation 
indicated from the table was: 
Y = .1635Xi + .1867X2 +.O98IX3 +.O36IX4 - 7.1608. 
Y = predicted level of placement on the career ladder 
X^ = the value for principal's ratings 
X2 = the value for student achievement 
X3 = the value for student feedback (rating) of teachers 
X4 = the value for years of service in the district. 
The analysis when used with the five non-weighted factors 
revealed that the best predictor of placement on the career 
ladder was student feedback. The next most influential 
predictor was peer ratings, followed by student achievement, 
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Table 11. Regression summary for the five factor (weighted) 
algorithm used for placement on the Cave Creek USD 
Career Ladder and additional factors of years of 
service and educational level 
Variable Multiple R 
Percent of variance 
(accumulated) 
Student 
achievement .818 66.9 . 1635 
Principal's 
rating .963 92.8 . 1867 
Student 
feedback .968 93.7 . 0981 
Years of 
service .973 94.7 . 0361 
Constant -7.1608 
^Coefficient of the variable in the prediction equation. 
growth plan accomplishment, and principal ratings. Table 12 
shows each of the factors that serves as a predictor for 
placement on the Cave Creek Career Ladder. Only those factors 
with a significant t-value act as predictors of placement on 
the career ladder. 
At the request of Dr. Dave Alexander, Superintendent of 
Cave Creek United School District, a second analysis of the 
variables was performed without weighting added to principal 
ratings and student achievement variables. Naturally, with 
all components weighted the same, the total score possible 
would be 50 points. This analysis was some "data snooping" to 
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Table 12. Placement factors (non-weighted) as predictors for 
placement on the Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan 
Factor Order of entry t-value 
Student feedback (1) 19.456*** 
Peer ratings (2) 18.533*** 
Student achievement (3) 15.008*** 
Growth plan (4) 7.544*** 
Principal ratings (5) 5.830*** 
***Significant at p<.001. 
see how the algorithm worked without placing special emphasis 
on the principal ratings (which is traditional nationwide) or 
student achievement which has been required by the Arizona 
legislature. Nor surprising, inspection of table 13 reveals 
that 100 percent of the variance was accounted for in this 
"special" regression. 
Table 13 is a summary of the regression analysis using 
the five factors in the Cave Creek Model. The best prediction 
equation indicated from the table was: 
Y = + Xg +^3 +^4 + Xg - 7.5939. 
Y = predicted score for determining placement on the 
career ladder 
= the value for student feedback ratings 
X2 = the value for peer ratings 
X3 = the value for student achievement 
X4 = the value for growth plan accomplishment 
X5 = the value for principal ratings. 
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Table 13. Regression summary for the five factor (non-
weighted) algorithm used for placement on the 
Cave Creek USD Career Ladder and additional 
factors of years of service and educational 
level 
Variable Multiple R 
Percent of variance 
(accumulated) B* 
Student 
feedback .772 59.6 1.00 
Peer 
ratings .919 84.5 1.00 
Student 
achievement .979 95.8 1.00 
Growth plan .992 98.5 1.00 
Principal's 
ratings 1.000 100.0 1.00 
Constant -7.5939 
^Coefficient of the variable in the prediction equation. 
The second analysis using non-weighted factors along with 
education level and years of service, used forward step-wise 
multiple regression procedure. The analysis case revealed 
that the predictors of score used for placement on the career 
ladder, in this case, were exactly the same as those for the 
five factor non-weighted case. The factors of years of 
service and educational level made no significant contribution 
to the prediction equation. 
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These findings as related to the specific hypotheses 
stated in Chapter I will be discussed and summarized in 
Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was conducted using data from the Cave Creek 
Unified School District No. 93, Cave Creek, Arizona. The 
purpose of the study was to determine the relationship of the 
five factors used in the district for placement on a career 
ladder to the actual placement for the 1991-1992 school year. 
Another purpose of the study was to determine if any of the 
factors contributed significantly to final placement on the 
career ladder. 
Summary 
There were five factors used as a part of the algorithm 
for placement on the career ladder in the Cave Creek USD. 
These factors were: (1) supervisor's (principal) ratings of 
teachers, (2) second appraiser's (peer) ratings of teachers, 
(3) student feedback (ratings) concerning teachers, (4) 
student achievement, and (5) accomplishment of a professional 
growth plan by the teachers. 
Quite separate from the district's official algorithm, 
this researcher added the two time honored factors of years of 
experience and amount of formal education. While these were 
not allowed under the state approved plan, it was of academic 
interest to know if they predicted ladder placement. 
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Data concerning the five main factors and the two 
additional factors were collected from the school district. 
These data were gathered for the 1990-1991 school year. Those 
factors used in career ladder placement determined final 
placement on the career ladder for the 1991-1992 school year. 
Out of 102 teachers eligible to declare their intention of 
becoming a part the career ladder plan in the district, 37 
chose to do so. It is the data concerning those 37 teachers 
which were used for this study. 
The study showed the relationship of the factors to each 
other and their connection to the level of placement on the 
career ladder. It identified factors whose ratings were able 
to predict final placement on the career ladder. The findings 
concerning the tested hypotheses were presented in the 
previous chapter. This summary will restate each of the 
hypotheses presented in Chapter I and present the answers to 
them according to the results of the tests. All hypotheses 
were tested at the .05 level of significance. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is a positive relationship between students' 
feedback, supervisor's ratings, second appraiser's 
ratings, accomplishment of a professional growth plan, 
student achievement level of teacher education, length of 
teacher service, and level of placement on a career 
ladder. 
Correlation coefficients between independent variables 
indicate moderate positive relationships significant at the 
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p<.001 level for education level with years of service to the 
district (.52) and student feedback (ratings) with mean 
student achievement (.55). A high positive relationship at 
this level of significance was shown between principal's 
ratings and peer ratings of teachers (.76). At the p<.05 
significance level, growth plan accomplishment has a low 
positive relationship with education level (.33) and years of 
service to the district (.35). 
When looking at the coefficients of correlation between 
the independent variables (supervisor's ratings of teachers, 
second appraiser's ratings of teachers, student feedback 
concerning teachers, student achievement, accomplishment of a 
professional growth plan, education level, and years of 
service) and the dependent variable (level of placement on the 
career ladder), a high positive relationship at the p<.01 
significance level was found between student achievement and 
level of career ladder placement (.82). The other three 
factors found to be significant at this level were considered 
to have a moderate positive relationship with level of 
placement. These included principal's ratings (.66), peer 
ratings (.56), and student feedback (.60). 
Hypothesis 2 
One or more of the factors (students' feedback, 
supervisor's ratings, second appraiser's ratings, 
accomplishment of a professional growth plan, student 
achievement level of teacher education, and length of 
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teacher service) will serve as predictors of placement on 
a career ladder. 
When the five factors (weighted) of the Cave Creek USD 
Career Ladder Plan were examined with regard to their ability 
to predict step placement, mean student achievement was found 
to be the most influential predictor. It accounted for 66.9% 
of the variability at the p<.05 level. Principal ratings of 
teacher performance was also a predictor accounting for 25.9% 
of the variance. Student ratings, which proved to be a third 
predictor, accounted for only 0.9% of the variance. 
The second regression application added the factors of 
teacher education level and years of service to the district 
as possible predictors for carer ladder placement. The same 
three of the original five factors served as predictors in 
this case with the same accountability of variance for each. 
Additionally, years of service proved to be influential. It 
accounted for only 1.0% of the variance. 
When the weighted factors were eliminated a new composite 
score of fifty was used as the dependent variable. After 
completing the regression analysis, the most influential 
factor for determining placement on the career ladder was that 
of student ratings of teacher performance. This factor 
accounted for 59.6% of the variance at the p<.05 reliability 
level. Other non-weighted factors and the percent of variance 
associated with each were: peer ratings (24.9%), student 
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achievement (11.3%), growth plan accomplishment (2.7%), and 
finally, the principal's ratings (1.5%). 
Conclusions 
The results point to several conclusions relating to the 
relationships of the variables to career ladder placement, the 
amount of influence the variables had upon placement levels, 
and the overall strength of the variables together as they 
predicted the placement level on the career ladder. 
1. The design of this particular career ladder and its 
accompanying algorithm for placement successfully achieved a 
dispersement of teachers across"the levels of the plan. 
2. Using weighted factors, we find that student 
achievement served as the most significant predictor variable 
for career ladder placement in the Cave Creek algorithm. 
3. Principal's ratings (weighted) served as the second 
most influential predictor of career ladder placement. 
4. Student feedback (ratings) did not influence career 
ladder placement as much as mean student achievement and 
supervisor's ratings when weighted factors were used. 
5. When weighting factors were removed, student feedback 
proved to be the most influential predictor. 
6. Peer ratings contributed significantly as the second 
most influential predictor when non-weighted factors were used 
to determine placement. 
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7. Mean student achievement accounted significantly for 
career ladder placement as the third most influential 
predictor when weighting factors were removed. 
8. Both growth plan accomplishment (fourth) and 
principal ratings (fifth) served as predictors using non-
weighted factors, but did not display the influence of student 
feedback (ratings), peer ratings, and student achievement when 
non-weighted factors were used for determining career ladder 
placement. 
9. Second appraiser's ratings of instruction were 
positively and significantly related to first appraiser's 
ratings. 
10. The education level of teachers in the career ladder 
program and their years of service to the district were 
moderately and significantly correlated. 
11. Accomplishment of a professional growth plan was 
positively and significantly related to both years of service 
and education level of participating teachers. 
12. Student feedback and mean student achievement were 
related moderately and significantly. 
13. First appraiser's (principal) ratings were related to 
the educational level of the teachers to a significant degree. 
14. Although second appraiser ratings related 
significantly to career ladder placement, they were not 
influential as a predictor of that placement. 
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Discussion 
The major purpose of this study was to study the 
relationships between factors perceived to be influential in 
the placement of teachers on a career ladder hierarchy and 
their final placement level on that career ladder. The study 
also sought to see if one or more of these factors was able to 
serve as predictors of that placement level. 
The fact that student feedback (ratings) of teachers was 
related significantly to mean student achievement provided 
empirical support to the notion that career ladder programs 
need to be school improvement oriented (Cornett, 1992) and 
include, as a part of the process, those groups that it 
serves. Student feedback has been shown to be fair. It is 
the one means of gathering information based on daily 
observations over an extended period of time (Stevens, 1987). 
Cohen (1981) maintained that student feedback information 
provides a basis for instructional improvement. The 
interactions between the teacher and the student remain an 
important positive aspect of the educational process. 
The relatively high relationship between second appraiser 
(peer) ratings and supervisor (principal) ratings support the 
idea that training for evaluative purposes is beneficial when 
all stakeholders in the process take part in the training 
(Stiggins & Duke, 1988). Active involvement of teachers in 
the evaluation process is a requirement under the Tennessee 
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State Career Ladder Plan fTeacher Orientation Manual. 1985). 
If both groups have been similarly and successfully trained, 
their results will support reliability between different 
appraisers. Inter-rater reliability is advocated by Manatt 
(1988), Daniels (1989), and Manatt & Daniels (1991). Second 
appraisers were added to reduce possible unfair behavior on 
the part of the principal. 
The student achievement variable accounted for the most 
predictive influence on final career ladder placement in the 
Cave Creek school district. Some caution remains with regard 
to the accuracy of this finding given the situation in the 
district as it was related to the testing to measure student 
improvement. The majority of the tests were teacher made and 
were not subject to the scrutiny necessary to insure that test 
items were criterion referenced, consistently leveled in 
relationship to Bloom's taxonomy, and whether they were 
testing introductory objectives, mastery objectives, or 
maintaining mastery objectives. In looking at the data 
concerning student achievement presented in Table 2, many of 
the measures were clustered at the highest possible score. 
This, coupled with the fact the student achievement score 
accounted for 30 percent weighting in the composite score 
algorithm used for career ladder placement, may have caused 
the degree of influence to be distorted. Medley, Coker, and 
Soar (1984) pointed out how difficult it was to produce 
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student achievement data that were suitable for summative or 
comparative teacher evaluation. Glass (1990) raises the 
question of validity as applied to achievement scores used to 
allocate rewards in a school system. Daniels (1989) in his 
study showed that evaluation was related to student 
achievement and could serve as a reasonable data source. 
The second most influential factor in predicting career 
ladder placement proved to be the supervisor's (principal) 
rating of teacher performance. In contrast to student 
achievement, there was stringent development for the 
supervisor, peer, and student ratings. Almost all school 
districts surveyed in 1978 by the Educational Research Service 
reported some form of supervisory evaluation. These survey 
results, combined with the algorithm of the Cave Creek Career 
Ladder Plan, which assigned a 40 percent weighting of 
supervisory ratings to the composite score calculation, 
provided the expectation that supervisory ratings would be a 
significant predictor of career ladder placement. Each person 
in an organization is logically appraised by the individual 
immediately above them in the hierarchy (Wragg, 1987). It has 
been the traditional form of teacher evaluation according to 
Hatry & Greiner (1985). 
Student feedback (ratings) of teachers was found to be a 
third significant predictor of placement on the career ladder 
hierarchy. This finding is important because student ratings 
94 
of teachers accounted for only 10 percent of the weightings 
selected by the stakeholders' committee. In contrast, the 
supervisor's rating accounted for 40 percent and mean student 
achievement scores accounted for 3 0 percent of the selected 
weightings within the algorithm. When all the factors of the 
algorithm were given equal weight, student feedback proved to 
be the most influential factor in predicting career ladder 
placement. There has been, and continues to be, a great deal 
of controversy surrounding the use of student ratings for 
teacher evaluation purposes. Prior use of student ratings has 
been largely confined to post secondary institutions 
(Aleamoni, 1981). Still there are advocates for its use at 
the elementary and secondary level provided it is used as one 
source in a multiple data source evaluation system (Manatt, 
1987; Stiggins & Duke, 1988; Stevens, 1987). This finding 
lended support to the use of such a procedure at the 
elementary and secondary levels as part of a total systems 
approach to evaluation. 
Second appraiser (peer) ratings, though significantly 
related to the level of placement, did not prove to be an 
influential predictor of placement on the career ladder. This 
factor was eliminated as an influence because of its 
relatively high correlation with the principal's ratings. In 
other words, the predictive value of peer ratings was so 
closely aligned with that of the supervisor's ratings that for 
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essential purposes, the principal's ratings contained the 
predictive value of both factors. Peers were thought to be 
natural second appraisers by Cederblom & Lounsbury (1980). 
Peer evaluation is a means of including the expertise and 
experience of the teaching profession to a greater degree than 
any other form of evaluation (Peterson & Kauchak, 1982). 
Historically, education level and years of service have 
been used to make salary and promotional decisions. Keeping 
this in mind, the study sought to see if either of these 
outside factors could serve as predictors of career ladder 
placement even though they were not part of the algorithm. 
The study found that years of service did act as moderate 
significant influence in predicting placement. 
As stated in Chapter III, the ultimate test for the SIM 
researchers, the stakeholders' committee, and the school 
district was to see if there was a dispersement of teachers 
across the levels of the career ladder. When the validating 
committee finished their work, the array of career ladder 
assignments was as follows: 
LEVEL TITLE NUMBER of TEACHERS 
0 Newly Employed 0 
1 Entry Teacher 0 
II Resident Teacher 3 
III Associate Teacher 6 
IV Senior Teacher 6 
V Advanced Teacher 16 
VI Master Teacher 6 
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Placement on other career ladders often resulted in 
extreme dissatisfaction. Florida and Texas are examples of 
states where there were many grievances, complaints, and 
eventual altering of the programs. In some cases, the 
pressure was so intent that efforts to develop or modify the 
programs were abandoned altogether (Cornett, 1992) . In the 
case of Cave Creek USD, one year later, there have been no 
grievances filed. 
Limitations 
1. All data analyzed in this study came from a single 
school district and cannot be generalized outside that 
population. 
2. All data analyzed for this study were gathered from 
the 1990-1991 school year and generalizations about these 
measures must be confined to that time frame. 
3. Variables not considered in this study may have had 
an undetected effect on the placement of teachers on the 
career ladder studied. 
4. All the data studied came from subjects who had 
volunteered for the career ladder program and generalizations 
beyond this group should not be made. 
5. The number of subjects studied (37) limited the 
precision of the regression procedures. In the case of the 
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non-weighted scoring resulted in a perfect prediction which is 
highly questionable. 
6. Last minute substitution of central office personnel 
for some peer raters restricted the study's clarity. 
7. The lack of criterion referenced pre- and posttest 
measures impeded the precision of student achievement data. 
Recommendations for Practitioners 
The results of this study suggested that a well-planned, 
implemented, and executed total systems approach to evaluation 
is a viable strategy to use as a part of a career ladder 
program within a school district. General recommendations for 
practitioners include; 
1. Emphasize the local district as a unit of decision 
making with regard to career ladder systems planning, 
implementation, and execution. 
2. The factors used for determining placement on the 
career ladder must be selected carefully and the parameters 
associated with each must be understood and used consistently 
by all. 
3. The research-based information critical to the 
evaluation process must be understood by all stakeholders and 
not just administrators. 
4. Consider the possibility of simplifying the algorithm 
for career ladder placement by reducing or changing the 
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weighting of factors used for determining hierarchy on the 
career ladder. 
Specific recommendations to Cave Creek Unified School 
District No. 93 are: 
1. Consider the possibility of adjusting the algorithm 
for career ladder placement by reducing or changing the 
weighting of factors used for determining hierarchy on the 
career ladder. 
2. Re-examine the student achievement portion of the 
algorithm and the methods for determining those scores to 
ensure that the measures are based on criterion referenced 
pre- and posttests. 
3. Examine growth plan accomplishment in subsequent 
years to see if the individual growth plans relate directly to 
career ladder placement factors and thus become more 
influential with regard to final placement on the career 
ladder. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
This study, due to the size of the school district, 
volunteer nature of the participants, and noted limitations, 
provided suggestions for further research. 
1. Repeat the study insuring that valid student 
achievement measures are used. 
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2. Consider replication of the study in a larger 
district at different location. 
3. Replicate the study in other districts that have 
similar demographics. 
4. Conduct a study that is similar in nature but does 
not use the weighting of placement factors in determining 
career ladder placement. 
5. Repeat the study using data from those subjects that 
were not part of the career ladder program so as to determine 
the accuracy of the predictive equations. 
6. Longitudinal studies are needed to determine the 
continued effect of career ladders on school improvement. 
7. Originally, there were 15 school districts in Arizona 
using a career ladder program. This number is now 21 
districts because of legislative action. In addition, recent 
changes in legislation require job enlargement and student 
achievement components in any career ladder program being 
used. A similar study using data from all 21 districts and 
specifically linked to the required components needs to be 
considered. 
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JOB ENLARGEMENT 
Under Arizona law, career ladder teachers must have job 
enlargement responsibilities at upper levels of the ladder. 
Specific assignments were made as indicated by the district. 
I. Entry Teacher 
1. School level committee - short term 
2. Special assignment 
II. Resident Teacher^ 
1. School level committee - short term 
2. Grade representative 
III. Associate Teacher 
1. Subject specialist 
2. Grade representative 
3. Year-long committee 
IV. Senior Teacher 
1. Department chair 
2. Building coordinator for curriculum 
3. Grade level leader 
a. Team leader 
b. Special projects leader 
V. Advanced Teacher 
1. Curriculum alignment tasks 
2. Validating committee 
3. Peer evaluator 
4. District-wide committee 
VI. Master Teacher 
1. Research specialist 
2. Staff developer 
3. Peer evaluator/coach 
4. Chair district-wide committees 
5. Curriculum and testing specialist 
6. Validating committee 
^Each CLP participant may also fulfill job enlargement 
tasks listed for levels above and below their current 
placement. 
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APPENDIX B. 
CAVE CREEK CAREER LADDER COMPOSITE SCORE SHEET 
CAVE CREEK USD NO. 93 CAREER LADDER COMPOSITE SCORE 
Placement Legend 
Point Ranae Level Title Years in District ( ) 
55 - 60 0 Newly Employed 
61 — 65 I Entry Teacher Years in Current Level( )or 
66 - 70 II Resident Teacher 
71 - 79 III Associate Teacher Current Job Assignment 
80 - 85 IV Senior Teacher 
86 - 92 V Advanced Teacher 
93 - 100 VI Master Teacher 
Components 
(1) Summative Evaluation Report — Principal 
(2) Summative Evaluation Report — Peer 
(3) Student Feedback Summative Report 
( 4) Student Achievement 
(5) Professional Growth Plan Accomplishment 
Possible points 
(40) 
(10) 
(10) 
(30) 
(10) 
EOY Composite Score (100) 
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PERFORMANCE CRITERIA 
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PERFORMANCE CRITERIA 
Productive Teaching Techniques 
1. Uses effective planning skills. 
2. Implements the lesson plan. 
3. Communicates effectively with students. 
4. Motivates students. 
5. Ensures student time-on-task. 
6. Provides opportunities for individual differences. 
7. Uses appropriate evaluation activities. 
Organized, Structured Class Management 
8. Provides evidence of classroom organization for 
effective instruction. 
9. Demonstrates accountability for student achievement. 
10. Sets high standards for student behavior. 
Positive Interpersonal Relations 
11. Demonstrates effective interpersonal relationships 
with others. 
Employee Responsibilities 
12. Demonstrates responsible conduct. 
13. Demonstrates a willingness to keep curriculum and 
instructional practices current. 
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